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CURRENT TOPICS. 

As an instance of the rapidity with which it is possible to 
obtain the decision of the Court of A we have a reliable 
statement that an order made in the Division on the 
last day of the Michaelmas Sittings, 1892, been whe pe 
from, and will probably come before the Court of Ap on the 
first day of the Hilary Sittings, 1893. 





THE stxTy-stx actions, a list of which we were able to give 
last week as about to be transferred from the C Division 
to the Queen’s Bench Division, were so transferred by order 
dated the 3lst of December, 1892, which we print elsewhere. 
The fact that the order had to be signed by the presidents of 
-_ yo gt accounts for its not having been completed at an 
earlier date. 





Tue List of appeals which will be for hearing in the Hilary 
Sittings exhibits only 54 appeals in all, as com with 191 in 
Michaelmas, 1892. Seventeen of these 54 are from the 
Division, 3 from the County Palatine of Lancaster, 19 from the 
Queen’s Bench Division, 2 from the Probate, Divorce, and Ad- 
miralty Division, 6 Bankruptcy appeals, and 7 in the new trial 
paper. 





In tux Chancery Division there are 610 cases in the lists of 
the six judges, including Mr. Justice Wricut, and this dees not 
take into account the 84 which have been transferred to the 
Queen’s Bench Division. There are 145 cases before Mr. Jus- 
tice Currry, 126 before Mr. Justice Norru, 98 before Mr. Jus- 
tice Srratine, 141 before Mr. Justice Kexzwicn, 50 before Mr. 
Justice Romer, ~ 50 before Mr. may et Wricst. At the 
commencement of the previous sittings the chancery cases num- 
bered 770, and there were 527 witness actions. The witness 
actions in the present list number 419. 





Iy THE Queen’s Bench Division the lists shew 170 cases to 
be heard by divisional courts; 923 actions for trial Cointing 
those erred from the Chancery Division), of which 44 
are to be heard with juries and 476 without; and there are also 
54 bankruptcy cases; making a total of 1,147 cases, as com- 
pared with 1,005 in the Michaelmas list last year. The list of 
the Probate, Divorce, and Admiralty Division contains 271 
probate and divorce cases, and 65 admiralty actions ; being 336 
in all, as against 370 at the previous sittings. 





Ir appzars that the Zevon of the Explosive Substarces 
Act, 1883, to which we attention last week, is to be adopted 
with reference to the recent outrage at Dublin, in preference to 
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the more effectual private inquiry which is authorized by section 
1 of the Criminal Law and ure (Ireland) Act, 1887. The 
difference between evidence likely to be obtained upon a public 
inquiry before a magistrate—the names of the witnesses and 
nature of their evidence being liable to be published in the 
newspapers—and that obtainable —_ a secret investigation, 
when the persons who give evidence know that their names and 
evidence will not be divulged, is obvious. The Orimes Act ex- 
pressly _— that no person, other than the magistrate and 
other official persons, is, except with the consent of the witness 
under examination, to be present at the inquiry. There is no 
such provision in the Explosive Substances Act, and although 
there been some talk of the inquiry at Dublin being con- 
ducted in private we do not see how this could be justified. As 
we last week, it is most desirable that the Explosive 
Substances Act should be forthwith amended so as to expressly 
allow a secret investigation. It was probably by an oversight 
that such a provision was omitted, but whether this is so or 
not, the efficiency of the Act in deterring the perpetration of 
these outrages mainly depends on the experience of their 
authors as to the probability of discovery, and to expect that an. 
accomplice or other person in possession of a clue will expose 
himself to the risk of revenge resulting from a public disclosure 
of his secret is to shew little knowledge of human nature. 





WE REJOICE to observe that the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society have availed themselves of the opportunity 
afforded by their report on legal procedure to append a minute in 
which a strenuous protest is made against the present tendency 
to draft rules as to costs on the assumption that solicitors will 
not act honestly by their clients. ‘‘ The council,” so the minute 
runs, ‘‘ urge that rules of court which assume that there is a 
widesp mischief to be dealt with, are unjust to the vast 
majority of the profession, and that the assumption on which 
they are based is erroneous. It is only in recent years that 
rules of this character have been made, and the council venture 
to assert that they have effected no useful purpose. In former 
times the general power of the court over its officers, and the 
discretion entrusted to the taxing masters, have sufficed, and 
they still amply suffice, to keep dishonourable practices in 
check.” The only thing that can be said against this admirably- 
expressed manifesto is that it is rather late in the day. Before 
the issue to the public of the new rules, in 1883, we were enabled 
to lay before our readers the substance of ord. 65, r. 11, and 
we then said (27 Soxicrrors’ Journat, 613) that “‘ this provision 
— to proceed upon the assumption that the client is an 
imbecile individual, incapable of defending himself or even of 
knowing when he has been wronged by his solicitor; afraid to 
bring his action for negligence against his solicitor, and unable 
to find any other professional protector of his interests. . . . If 
this strange rule comes into effect the reputation of solicitors will 
be at the mercy of every judge who may entertain ‘strong’ views 
as to the inexpediency of certain proceedings, and a solicitor may 
be ruined through purely accidental defaults; for it should be 
observed that the ‘default’ in consequence of which the solicitor 
is to be ordered to repay to his client costs which the client has 
been ordered to pay to another person is not limited to default 
amounting to misconduct.” And for years afterwards, as our 
readers will bear witness, we never ceased to protest against the 
‘solicitors’ baiting order.” We cannot say that we heard 
during this agen of any very vigorous or continuous action on 
the part of the then council in the matter, though they no doubt 
expressed their objections, and, if we remember rightly, 
organized, or proposed to organize, a deputation on the sub- 
ject. Nothing can be done in a matter of this kind without in- 
cessant remonstrance. There is no doubt this to be said, that 
since the rule came into operation we have fortunately been 
blessed with judges of the Chancery Division (other than the 

utative author of the rule) gifted with common sense, sound 
Judgment, and sense of fairness sufficient to render the pro- 
vision almost a dead letter; but it is, of course, doubtful how. 
long this state of things may last. 





Tue rrorosat of the judges to entrust to the chief clerks the 


power of putting this order in motion at first sight may seem, and 
we must confess did seem to us at first sight, to be less objec- 
tionable than the original rule. The chief clerks are men who 
have had practical experience as solicitors, and no one who 
has had any experience in agra ag before them will deny 
that in general they transact their business with marvellous 
ability, care, and acuteness. No one will deny also that in general 
they may be relied upon to act with the utmost fairness and 
impartiality towards the solicitors who appear before them. 
Given these qualifications—practical knowledge of the difficulties 
which beset solicitors in pushing on matters, common sense and 
fairness—it may be said, Would it not be better that if the 
solicitors’ baiting order is to be retained, its administration 
should be in their hands rather than in that of a judge, who 
has no practical experience of solicitors’ work, and who may 
be afflicted with a prejudice against them? There are two 
answers, however, to this, one of which we mention with 
reluctance. Statements have reached us—not of late, but now 
and then in former years—that rather heated discussions 
sometimes arise in chambers between chief clerks and par- 
ticular solicitors; that sometimes a certain animosity is 
engendered between the chief clerk and solicitors, and that, 
without acting contrary to the law, or perhaps we may 
say without conscious unfairness on the part of the chief 
clerk, it did so happen that solicitors found it difficult to get 
through orders which, under other circumstances, they would 
have expected to pass without difficulty. A reference to the 
judge means the employment of counsel, and a heavy fine to 
the innocent litigant in the shape of fees. How, under these 
circumstances, would ord. 65, r. 11, be applied? The other 
reason against the above-mentioned contention is, that the chief 
clerk, for the purpose of the solicitors’ baiting order, would only 
be the figure-head moved by a judge who desired to put it in 
operation. A hint from the judge would be equivalent to a 
command for a report on a particular case. And it is to be 
observed that by the new rule the chief clerk is to make a 
report at the beginning of each sittings of the cases in which he 
considers that there has been any undue delay. He will not 
like to report, sittings after sittings, that there has been no 
undue delay in any case, for he will consider that such reports 
might indicate that he did not keep a watchful eye on proceed- 
ings. For these reasons we think that the proposed change 
should be strenuously resisted, and we think that the council 
have done good service to the profession in giving so much 
prominence to the objections to it. Let us hope that their 
resistance, besides being vigorous, will be continuous. 





Wir REGARD to resolution 71 of the Council of Judges, the 
council, as well they may be, are very emphatic. In the course 
of litigation, it is pointed out, numerous occasions arise in which 
it is impossible for a solicitor to foretell with certainty whether 
ssidtindlan costs will be allowed as against the other party, and 
where it would be impracticable to obtain forthwith the written 
consent of the client. Hitherto the client has trusted the solici- 
tor in such matters, and it is most undesirable, say the council, 
‘to substitute a basis of distrust.” Upon a review of the whole 
matter, the council submit “that the innovation embodied in 
resolution 71 of the judges’ report is uncalled for and inexpe- 
dient ; that it is calculated seriously to injure the existing rela- 
tions between solicitor and client, and to embarrass the conduct 
of contentious business before the courts; and also that it is 
thrusting upon an honourable profession an indignity to which 
it ought not to be subjected.” Of course, it is easy to object to 
criticism of this nature on the part of solicitors, that it comes 
from interested parties, but the objection is quite baseless. The 

roposed rule would naturally have the effect of diminishing 
pills of costs, but the pinch of it would lie, not in this fact, but 
in the fetter which would be imposed upon the solicitor in the 
conduct of the litigation. At every turn he would be met by 
the doubt whether the costs he was incurring did or did not 
require special authority, and, through inability to obtain this, 
he would either have to imperil the success of the litigation, or 
trust entirely to his client’s honour. In practice the latter course 
would frequently be adopted, but the risk thus forced upon the 





solicitor is obviously most improper. 
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Ir 1s staTED that the Ontario benchers have passed a resolu- 
tion admitting as a member of the law society a young lady 
named Ciara Brerr Marrry who some time since graduated at 
the Toronto University. We have not as yet arrived at this 
advanced stage of civilization. We believe that, some years ago, 
a young lady applied to the Incorporated Law Society to be 
admitted to the Preliminary Examination, but the examinérs 
declined to examine her. The benchers of an inn of court, to 
whom she made a similar application with a view to being called 
to the bar, treated her in the same way, and although we believe 
she threatened to appeal, it does not appear that she carried her 
intention into effect. 








THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY’S REPORT. 


Fottow1ne close upon the report of the Bar Committee, a 
report on the resolutions of the Council of Judges has been 
issued by the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. With 
the question of circuits it does not deal. A wide difference of 
opinion is said to exist amongst members of the legal profes- 
sion as to the relative merits of the present system and that 
which the judges propose should be substituted for it, and the 
council intend to make a further report on the subject. As to 
some other matters touched upon in the judges’ resolutions nothing 
is said, and it is to be presumed that the resolutions are ap- 
proved of. Among them are those relating to the establishment 
of a commercial court with a separate commercial list; the 
appointment of an additional judge of the Chancery Division ; 
the extension of the procedure by originating summons to all 
cases of construction of a deed, will, or other written instru- 
ment, where a declaration of right only without other relief is 
sought; and the extension of rules as to service on British 
subjects out of the jurisdiction. 

As to two important matters the council join with the Bar 
Committee in condemning altogether the judges’ proposals. 
These are the compulsory summons for directions, and the 
proposed amalgamation of the offices of chief clerk, registrar, 
and taxing master. With regard to the former, the council 
point out that the effect of the proposed rule would be to 
deprive the suitor of the right of conducting his case as he 
thinks most conducive to his own interest, and, moreover, it 
would throw an impracticable task upon the master, who would 
have at the outset of the litigation to settle a scheme for the 
conduct of the whole proceedings. Persons endowed with the 
gift of prophecy might be equal to the task. For ordinary 
individuals it would be hopeless, and, as has been already 
remarked, they would be compelled to have recourse to the 
easier plan of making a common form of order, subject to 
future alteration according to the actual development of each 
particular case. It may be anticipated that this proposal will 
not be carried into effect. So, with regard to the amalgama- 
tion of the chancery offices, the council urge the necessity of 
preserving the independence of the registrars and the taxing 
masters. As to this there seems to be no difference of opinion. 

Of the other matters dealt with in the report, one of the most 
important is the suggestion for the extension of ord. 3, r. 6, and 
order 14. At present, of course, these two orders are closely 
dependent upon each other, ord. 3, r. 6, defining the cases in 
which the summary procedure under order 14 is applicable. 
The proposal now made is that order 14 should apply to all 
actions where the plaintiff has good ground for believing that 
there is no defence, the masters and district registrars having 
power to deal with such cases. Where they give leave to 
defend there would be no appeal from their decision. Where, 
however, leave to defend is refused, there should be no restric- 
tion on the right of appeal, the refusal amounting practically to 
final judgment. If this extension of order 14 was effected, 
ord, 3, r. 6, would of course lose most of its importance ; but, 
assuming order 14 to retain its present scope, it is at least neces- 
sary to prevent plaintiffs from Coles deprived of the benefit of 
it on trivial grounds, and a legitimate extension may be made 
of ord. 3, r. 6. Accordingly, the council recommend that the 
plaintiff should not be deprived of the benefit of order 14 in 
cases where the writ requires amendment, and that ord. 3, r. 6, 
should be extended so as to admit of claims for interest and 








unliquidated amounts being joined in the same writ with claims 
for debts or liquidated demands, power being at the same time 
conferred to give directions for the ascertainment of the amount 
of unliquidated damages. These pro constitute an im- 
portant addition to the suggestions e by the judges. 

In connection with the resolutions relating to administration 
actions, the council make a well-founded objection to the pro- 

osal contained in resolution 57, that the solicitor of the person 

ringing in the account should certify that, to the best of his 
belief, the account is correct. “ Solicitors,” it is said, “can 
only act on the instructions of their clients, and if they are to 
accept their clients’ statements as sufficient to justify them in 
giving certificates, there is no necessity for any certificates from 
them. If, on the other hand, they are expected to procure 
information to enable them to satisfy themselves that the 
accounts are correct, a burden would be placed upon them 
which it is unreasonable they should bear, more especially as it 
is apparently expected that they should receive no i 
remuneration, as accountants would, for the trouble involved 
and the responsibility incurred.” The court is aware, of course, 
that no accounts will be placed before it by the solicitor which 
he knows to be incorrect, but the ultimate responsibility must 
rest upon the client, and it would be impracticable to alter in 
the case of administration this general rule of evidence. More- 
over, with regard to resolution 60, the council object to the 
practice of private taxation which has grown up of late years. 
Tn all cases where the solicitor’s remuneration is reduced 
he is entitled to be heard, but it is very difficult to secure a 
reconsideration of the taxation when it has once been made. It 
is, therefore, urged by the council that, when costs are sent to 
be taxed on request from the judge, the taxation should take 
place in the presence of the solicitor. The council also protest 
against the proposal contained in Resolution 68, that office copies 
of orders shall be confined to the operative parts and such re- 
citals and schedules as are necessary. This, they point out, 
would result in a very trifling saving of expense, while it is 
essential that litigants should know the evidence on which orders 
are founded, and the parties at whose instance, and in whose 
presence, they were of 4 

As to the new rule which is to govern the allowance of costs 
on taxation as between adverse parties, the report further illus- 
trates the difficulty of discovering what the judges meant 
by Resolution 70. The costs, they said, in litigious matters 
shall be all those which have been reasonably incurred by the 
client. Presumably it is intended that these shall not be the 
ordinary party and party costs, but it is by no means clear that 
a rule founded on the words of the resolution would have the 
effect of altering the existing party and party taxation. The 
minute of the council, printed as an appendix to the report, refers 
to the three systems now in use: strict _— and party costs; costs 
as between solicitor and client, when the costs are not paid by the 
client personally, but by a third party or out of a fund in court ; 
and costs as between the solicitor and client strictly. In principle 
there is probably no ground for the latter distinction, and the 
Bar Committee in their report suggested, with certain qualifica- 
tions, that party and party costs should be taxed on the same 
footing as they would be taxed between the solicitor and his 
client. The minute of the council does not go so far as this. 
It proposes, indeed, that party and age costs should be in 
terms abolished, but in suggesting an alternative principle it 
seems to do no more than state over again the rule lon. 65, r. 
27 (29)) under which the existing oe and party taxation is 
carried on: ‘ The costs allowed in litigious matters should be 
all those which have been reasonably incurred by the client, so 
that a successful litigant should be indemnified in respect of his 
necessary and proper costs, and that he should have to pay only 
such costs, if any, as he might incur i over caution, 
negligence, mistake, or lavish expenditure.” The difficulty, of 
course, is that, if existing party and costs are express! 
abolished, and solicitor and client costs not expressly authorized, 
the taxing masters will have to devise an entirely new system in 
accordance with such general words as the new may 
happen to contain. In the first instance this would lead to great 
uncertainty, and it seems to be essential that some clear indica- 
tion should be given of the lines upon which taxation is to 
proceed. 











156 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


Jan. 7, 1893. 








REVIEWS. 
EVIDENCE. 

PowWELL's PRINCIPLES AND PRACTICE OF THE LAW OF EVIDENCE. 
Sixrmn Epirion. By Joun Curter, B.A., and Cuartes F. 
CaGNEY, B.A., Barristers-at-Law. Butterworths. 

Seven years have elapsed since the preceding edition of this work 
was published, and during this considerable interval of time the 
law of evidence has necessarily undergone various alterations of 
more or less importance, fully justifying the appearance of the 
present edition, which embraces all statutes passed and most, 
if not all, of the leading cases reported up to the 31st of May, 
1892. The editors have, wisely we think, adhered, as far as 
possible, to the plan adopted in previous editions of the 
work, of making (with some exceptions) each chapter an exposi- 
tion of the leading rules of evidence, which, to give them greater 
prominence, are printed in large type. This method of treatment, 
which appears to have been followed in all the chapters but two of 
Part I., and also in some of the subsequent chapters, obviously adds 
to the scientific character of the work, and enables students, to whom 
especially it may be recommended, more readily to appreciate and 
grasp the principles which govern and regulate the law of evidence. 
Regarded, however, as a work of reference for the profession, the 
value of the present treatise is, in our opinion, somewhat impaired by 
the fact that, as a general rule, only one authority for any proposition 
in the text is given, though it is but fair to state that, in the 
selection of the cases cited, considerable care and judgment have 
evidently been exercised. In Part I. we would single out, for special 
praise, Chapter VII., on “‘ Privilege,’ and Chapter XVI., on ‘‘ Admis- 
sions”; while Part III., which deals with practice rather than law, 
and includes such subjects as the attendance and examination of wit- 
nesses, depositions, inspection and notice to produce and interroga- 
tories, contains, in a handy and accessible form, much information, of 
a practical character, most useful to all who are engaged in the con- 
duct of litigation. The absence of marginal notes is to be regretted, 
though, in many of the chapters, this want will not be much felt, 
owing to the practice adopted of printing in large type, so as readily 
to attract attention, the leading rules and principles of evidence com- 
mented upon in the text. As regards the index at the end of the 
volume, it is too meagre for purposes of speedy reference to the 
contents of the work. Its titles should be multiplied, many of the 
rege | ones sbould be amplified, and the long title ‘‘ Evidence,” to 
be really serviceable, should be alphabetically arranged. 





LAW QUARTERLY REVIEW. 

THE LAW QUARTERLY REviEW. Edited by Str FrEeDERICK PoL- 
Lock, Bart., M.A., LL.D. January, 1893. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

This number of the Law Quarterly Review contains several articles 
of interest. Sir Alfred Lyall gives an account of the work recently 
compiled by Mr. Baden Powell under the instructions of the Indian 
Government, which is intended as a complete guide to the land 
systems of British India. The attempt to find in such systems the 
ordinary rights of property as understood in this country has, of 
course, failed ; and, strictly speaking, it is the collector of land 
revenue who should take the position of owner, and watch generally 
over the welfare of the occupiers. But the extent to which this 
policy is possible varies greatly, and the details of the attempts which 
have been made to put it in practice are given in the three volumes of 
the work with which Sir Alfred Lyall deals. In an article entitled 
‘* Special Indorsement or Originating Summons?” Mr. Snow makes 
a vigorous attack on the latter mode of procedure. We doubt 
whether he will succeed in overthrowing it. It has been found too 
useful in practice to be lightly set aside. In ‘‘The Survival of 
Archaic Communities” Mr. Maitland is somewhat cruel to the anti- 
quaries. He produces a series of instances where land has in recent 
years been held by the burgesses or freemen of boroughs, and 
enjoyed in such a manner as to indicate to the ordinary inquirer 
some interesting survival of the customs of prehistoric village 
communities. In point of fact, as Mr. Maitland shews, the 
arrangements are often of quite modern origin. The block of 
business in the Supreme Court of the United States has long 
been a reproach to the federal judicial system. An attempt 
has now been made to relieve the pressure by instituting circuit 
courts of appeal, and Mr. Henry Budd describes the manner in 
which this has been done. On the Continent they are much more 
enterprizing in adopting new forms of partnership than we are in 
this country. They already have the Société en Commandite in 
which the liability of some of the partners, though not of all, may be 
limited, and a new system, of which Dr. Julius Hirschfeld gives an 
account, has been introduced. The peculiarity of this is that, while 
the liability of the partners is, as regards creditors, limited to the 
nominal capital, the articles of association may confer on the partners 


| the power of calling for additional capital, either to a specified or to 

an unlimited extent. In the latter case partners may ‘ree themselves 
by placing their shares at the disposal of the firm to be sold by 
‘auction. The article shews that the experiment has excited a good 
|deal of opposition. In his article on ‘‘The Early History of 
| Negotiable Instruments’? Mr. Edward Jenks has collected much 
| interesting matter which may be commended to the curious. The 
number concludes with certain suggestions by Mr. Edward Manson 
as to the true raison d’étre of the London Chamber of Arbitration. 
| The upshot seems to be that judges know their law, but are ignorant 
| of business ; arbitrators are skilled in business, but are ignorant of 
law. Which, then, is the better tribunal, a judge with business 
assessors, or arbitrators with a legal assessor? For the next few 
years the courts and the Chamber of Arbitration will be putting this 
question to a practical test. 


EQUITY. 


COMMENTARIES ON Equity JURISPRUDENCE. By Hon. Mr. Jus- 
tice Story. SEconpD EnGiisH Epirion. By W. E. Gricssy, 
LL.D., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 


Considering the changes, due both to legislation and to judicial 
decision, which have been effected in the application of the doctrines 
of equity in England since this work was first written, it is no easy 
task to make it suitable for use at the present time; but it isa task 
which Dr. Grigsby has successfully accomplished, and the best proof 
is the fact that a second English edition has been called for. It 
might be wished, indeed, that the work could be rewritten, and in 
particular that a more suitable arrangement of subjects could be 
adopted. The chapters on actual and constructive fraud shew the 
need of this. The latte: includes various matters, such as conditions 
in restraint of marriage, and the doctrine of tacking, which have 
nothing to do with fraud at all, and it may be doubted whether the 
phrase ‘‘ constructive fraud” is now admissible. So the chapter on 
actual fraud was written at a time when equity was ready to impute 
fraud where no fraud would be seen at law, and the effect has to be 
counteracted by the interpolation of the decision in Peek v. Derry. 
But such a book as this cannot, of course, be rewritten, and Dr. 
Grigsby has, with commendable industry and accuracy, done all that 
was possible at the same time by judicious interpolation of addi- 
tional paragraphs to correct the text, and by the insertion of copious 
footnotes to state and explain the latest authorities. In the preface 
it is somewhat oddly said that we must lookin future to the Chancery 
Division for the development of our case law. But surely the subject 
with which Dr. Grigsby is dealing when he says this, the prevalence 
since the Judicature Acts of equitable doctrines, affords no ground 
for such a reflection; rather, on the other hand, the principles of 
equity may now be developed in all courts alike. 





SERVICE OUT OF THE JURISDICTION. 
SERVICE OUT OF THE JURISDICTION. By F. T. Piccort, Barrister- 
at-Law. William Clowes & Sons (Limited). 

Prima facie one might be disposed to think that the exhaustive 
treatment of the subject of service out of the jurisdiction by the 
editors of the Annual Practice, in their notes to order 11 of the Rules 
of the Supreme Court, would render such a monograph as Mr. Piggott 
has presented to the legal profession unnecessary. But the legal and 
commercial importance of this branch of law, the unceasing 
attention which it has been receiving in recent years, and the 
rapid and surprising developments which it may have in the imme- 
diate future, constitute, in our opinion, an ample justification for the 
publication of a separate treatise dealing with the matter critically 
as well as from the standpoint of the practical lawyer. After 
a careful examination of Mr. Piggott’s book we recommend it 
strongly to our readers. The application of the various rules in 
order 11 is worked out with a fulness sufficient for instant reference 
in judge’s chambers and in court, while at the same time the funda- 
mental principles underlying the rules are examined in great detail 
and with much ability and acuteness. Mr. Piggott’s analysis of 
Russell v. Cambefort is particularly good; and his comparison of that 
case with Grant v. Anderson, although not, to our minds, quite con- 
vincing, is eminently worthy of attention. The index and table of 
cases are all that could be desired. 


APHASIA, 


ApnHasiA, OR Loss oF SPEECH, AND THE LOCALIZATION OF THE 
Facutty oF ARTICULATE LANGUAGE. By FREDERIC BATEMAN, 
M.D. Sxconp Epirion. London: J. & A. Churchill. 


This book is a second and greatly-enlarged edition of a treatise 
published some years since by Dr. Bateman. It gained a prize 
on the recommendation of the French Academy of Medicine in 
1891, and its author has recently received the honour of knighthood 





in recognition of his distinguished labours. While the whole work 
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possesses great scientific interest, chapters V. and X. are of peculiar 
value to general and legal readers. The former contains a complete 
analysis of the faculty of language, with a condensed account of the 
views of Max Miiller, Whitney, and other eminent philologists. 
In the latter the jurisprudence of aphasia is dealt with. This 
question has not hitherto been treated by any British author, although 
it involves issues of such frequent occurrence and general importance 
as the capacity of speechless persons to make a will and to manage 
their affairs, and their civil and criminal responsibility. Having 
examined this part of Dr. Bateman’s treatise with the utmost care, 
we have no hesitation in commending it heartily to our readers as an 
able exposition of a difficult subject, enriched by illustrations from 
Continental jurisprudence. Dr. Bateman also gives us a few good 
notes on hypnotism and criminal anthropology. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


The Law of Stamp Duties on Deeds and other Instruments. By 
E. N. ALPE, Barrister-at-Law, of the Solicitors’ Department, Inland 
Revenue. Third Edition. Jordan & Sons. 


Gibson and Weldon’s Students’ Statute Law. Second Edition. 
By the Authors. The ‘‘ Law Notes” Publishing Offices. 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BANKS v. BARCLAY—20th December. 
Lorp Mayor’s Courr—CgrtioraArI—Removat or Action From Mayonr’s 


Court tnro High Court—Cuarce or Fraup—SImMiLaR CLAIMS AGAINST 
DErENDANT—Svurricigency or such Grounps ror RemMovaL—Duiscretion 
—Mayor’s Court or Lonpon Procepurr Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vier. c. 
cLvu.), 8. 16. 

Appeal from an order of Mathew, J., at chambers, affirming an order of 


a master refusing a writ of certiorari to remove the action from the Mayor's 
Court, London, into the High Court. The action was brought in the 
Lord Mayor’s Court to recover a sum of £35 from the defendants, who 
traded as Percy Barclay & Co., and the declaration in the action stated 
that ‘‘the defendants purported to carry on business as stock and share 
dealers, and in order to induce the plaintiff to deposit with them the 
several sums of money hereinafter mentioned they falsely and franduiently 
represented to the plaintiff that they had formed and opened certain 
syndicates for operating in stocks and shares, in special syndicates for rise 
in Mexican Reilway first preferences and a syndicate in Brighton ‘ A’ 
stock, and the plaintiff, believing the said misrepresentations, deposited 
with the defendants the following sums, that is say, £25 and £10, yet the 
defendants had not formed or opened the said syndicates or either of them 
for the said purpose or at all, but applied the plaintiff’s money to their 
own use, and the plaintiff claims the return of the said money so paid to 
the defendants, and the plaintiff further sues the defendants for money 
jae te by the defendants to the plaintiff and for money received by the 

efendants to the use of the plaintiff, and the plaintiff claims £35.’ The 
defendants wished to have the action tried in the High Court, and accord- 
ingly they took out a summons to have the action removed by a writ of 
certiorari into the High Court, and in their affidavit, filed in support of 
their application, they said that the plaintiff in his declaration had charged 
them with fraud, and that unless and except on the ground of fraud they 
believed that the plaintiff could not make out any case against them ; 
that the plaintiff had subscribed for shares in certain syndicates opened 
by them in the same way and under precisely the same circumstances 
under which many others of their customers had subscribed for shares in 
them, and that if the plaintiff should succeed in this action they should 
be liable to refund to such other customers the amounts subscribed by 
them for their shares in the said syndicates, and that they were sure to 
have many claims, amounting in the aggregate to a largesum, made upon 
them in respect of the same; and they stated that they were advised and 
believed that the action was of such a nature and of such importance to 
them that it is a fit and proper action to be tried in the High Court, and 
that they believed that they had a good defence to the action on the 
merits. The plaintiff’s solicitor filed an affidavit in opposition to the 
application, and in this affidavit he stated that the action was brought 
against the defendants to recover the sum of £35 only on the ground that 
through their wilful misrepresentations the plaintiff was induced to 
part with his money, and that the action would be tried at the 
ensuing sittings of the Mayor’s Uourt, and many months sooner than 
it would be tried if removed into the High Court, that there was no 
difficult question of law involved, but that the whole question was one of 
fact whether the defendants did or did not carry on certain syndicates. 
The defendants, in their affidavit in reply, said that they were willing to 
pay the amount into court, and that they did not allege that there was 
any difficult question of law involved, but they said that the action was a 
fit and proper one to be tried in the High Court, inastauch as it involved 
the question whether or not, under pretence of opening certain syndicates, 
in respect of which they received large sums of money, they had defrauded 
a large number of clients, and that if the action were decided against them 
it would ruin their business and inflict heavy losses upon them. The 
master refuced to grant a writ of certiorari for the removal of the action 





into the High Court, and on appeal Mathew, J., upheld the master’s order 
and dismissed the appeal. The defendants now . Section 16.of 
the Mayor’s Court of London Procedure Act, 1857 (20 & 21 Vict. c. clvii.), 
enacts that ‘‘ no cause depending in the Mayor’s Court in which the debt 
or damages sought to be recovered shall not exceed fifty pounds shall be 
removed by any defendant before judgment therein into any a 
court, except in pursuance of a judge’s order, as hereinafter mentioned, 
unless the defendant” shall enter into recognizances for the debt or 
damages and costs, ‘‘ Provided always, that any judge of any of the 
superior courts may, in the exercise of his discretion, order a writ of 
certiorari to issue to remove any such cause depending in the Mayor's 
Court without such recognizance as aforesaid, and such cause may be 
removed into such —— court acco y.”’ By rule 12 in the 
schedule to the Act 35 & 36 Vict. c. 86 (The Borough and Local Courts 
of Record Act, 1872)—which rule was made applicable to the Mayor's 
Court of London by an Order in Council dated 26th of June, 1873—it 
is enacted that ‘‘no action entered in the court shall before judgment be 
removed or removable from the court into any superior court by any writ 
or process, except by leave of a judge of one of the superior courts in cases 
which shall appear to such ju fit to be tried in one of the superior 
courts, and upon such terms, ie Ae ey such other terms, 
as such judge shall think fit.” For the defendants it was now contended 
that as a charge of fraud had been made against them, and as the issues 
were to them so very important with to other similar claims, they 
ought not to be compelled to try the action in any inferior court, that 
the action was one, therefore, which was, in the words of the rule, fit and 
proper to be tried in the High Court, so that the discretion of the judge 
at chambers was wrongly exercised : Simpson v. Shaw (56 L. J. Q. B. 92). 

Tus Court (Pottock, B., and Cuarizs, J.) held that, as the removal of 
the action was a matter of discretion, the learned judge at chambers had 
exercised his discretion rightly, under the 16th section of the Act and the 
12th rule, in refusing to remove the action into the High Court, and that 
they ought not to disturb that discretion ; that, although it was a serious 
thing for a defendant to be — with fraud, yet that that cannot be the 
only test whether an action ought to be removed or not, and although the 
present action in itself is one which is fit and proper to be tried in the 
High Court, yet that is not necessarily a sufficient reason for its removal, 
as it is an action which can be properly tried by a judge and ony in the 
Lord Mayor’s Court. Appeal dismissed.—Counser, Cock, Q.C., and E. 
Morten; R. T. Reid, Q.C., and L. Glyn. Sortscrrors, C. G. Alyar; W. HH. 
Smith § Son. 

[Reported by Sir Suzrston Baxen, Bart., Barrister-at-Law. | 





County Courts. 


THE SOUTH LONDON TRAMWAY CO. ». THE VESTRY OF ST. 
GEORGE'S, HANOVER-SQUARE—Brompton, 15th December. 


His Honour Judge Sronor said: In this action the plaintiffs claim the 
sum of £8 7s. for damages sustained by them on the 10th of March last 
by reason of the defendants having kept an a oe in the roadway 
at the corner of Chelsea-gardens and Comme -road, in the parish of 
St. George’s, Hanover-square, which projected above the surface of such 
roadway, and thereby occasioned injury to a horse belonging to the plain- 
tiffs. It was admitted at the trial that the defendants were the sewer 
authority as well as highway surveyors of the district ; that the sewer and 
the grating in question were in them, and that they were liable to 
maintain and repair the same under the Metropolis Management Act, 
1855 ; that the ar years horse had been injured through falling on: » 
road at the point mentioned in the claim ; and that the plaintiffs hud 
thereby sustained damages to the amount claimed. Witnesses as to 
the precise circumstances of the accident were examined on 
both sides, and the grating itself was brought to the court 
to be viewed; and upon this evidence I find that the grating 
in question was worn and smooth, but not per se dangerous so 
far as regards the actual accident which caused the injuries to the horse, 
and that the road had been worn away ag: 2 two and three dan 
lower than the grating, and was co’ uently Tous per s¢ as 
such accident and eye pana” he or such accident had 
happened through both the state of the grating and the state of the road, 
inasmuch as the horse’s foot had slipped off the ing, through it being 
worn and smooth, on to the road, which had sunk more than two inches, 
and in consequenee of which the horse had fallen and received the injuries 
complained of. Now, it has been long established, through what I may 
venture to call a 1 accident, that the surveyors of highways are not 
civilly liable for accidents occasioned by any non-feasance on their 
in the performance of their duties, such as the non-repair of the in 
the present case. On the other hand, sewer and water authorities and 
others emp ace in any way with the roads, and therefore the vestry as 
the sewer authority in the present case, have no such immunity and are 
liable for such non-feasance. In the case of Kent v. The Worthing Local 
Board (10 Q. B. D. 118), cited by the plaintiffs’ counsel, the defendants, 
who were the water authority as well as the highway surveyors, ali h 
they were not guilty of any neglect as such water authority, were 
liable for an accident caused by the wearing away of the road round a 
plug which they had sunk in the road, and, therefore, apparently for 
a neglect of their duty as ro ages surveyors. But in the case of 
Moore v. The Lambeth Waterworks Co. (17 Q. B. D. 462), cited by the 
counsel for the defendants, this decision was questioned, and, " 
expressly overruled, unless, as ted by Lord Esher and Lindley 


sugges 
L.J., it might be possibl a ews on the ground of double authority,” 


a qualification with whic pes, L.J., did not concur. 
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under these circumstances, the case of Kent v. Tie Worthing Local Board 
ought to be considered as overruled or not may be doubted, but I think 
that the present case is clearly distinguishable from it, inasmuch as the 
defendants in this case have undoubtedly been guilty of neglect in allowing 
their grating to get smooth or worn, which in part occasioned the 
accident, whilst in Kent v. The Worthing Local Board there was not such 
neglect ; and I think that the present case falls within the case of White 
v. The Hindley Local Board (44 L. J. Q. B. 114) and Blackmore v. The 
Vestry of Mile-end (9 Q. B. D. 451), which were not cited before me, and in 
both of which the defendants were water authorities as well as highway 
surveyors, and they were held liable for accidents occurring through the 
non-repair of gratings. It is true that in neither of these cases were the 
highways out of repair, as in the present case and those cited before me ; 
but I take it to - clear law that when an injury has been sustained 
through two separate acts of neglect of two separate parties both of them 
are primd facie liable for the same, andif one of them is exceptionably free 
from liability the other remains still liable; and so also, when an 
individual or corporation is sued in two separate capacities, their 
exceptional freedom in one capacity cannot free them from liability in the 
other. I, therefore, find for the plaintiffs for the damage claimed, with 
costs on the higher scale B under the 119th section of the County Courts 
Act, 1888, and with liberty to the defendants to appeal within one week.— 
CounsgL, Jones; Glen. 


LAW SOCIETIES, 
HAMPSHIRE LAW SOCIETY. 


A meeting of this society was held at Winchester on the 6th of Decem- 
ber. The chair was taken by Mr. W. Shenton, Mayor of Winchester. 
A paper on ‘‘ The Judges’ Report and Resolutions on Legal Procedure ’’ 
was read by Mr. F. H. Candy, of Southampton, who pointed out the 
subjects specially requiring consideration by solicitors. He advocated the 
extension of jurisdiction of quarter sessions, which he thought might well 
deal with all cases under the Criminal Law Amendment Act. After con- 
siderable discussion Mr. J. C. Moberly, of Southampton, proposed that 
the questions raised by the Judges’ Report and Resolutions be referred to 
the standing committee, with power to add to their number, aud with 
instructions to report to another general meeting. This was seconded by 
Mr. E. D. Godwin, of Winchester, and carried unanimously. 

Mr. J. C. Moserty then raised the subject of the Public Trustee Bill, 
and referred to the objections to its provisions being compulsory. He 
said that the proposed trustee would only select investments giving a 
small income, and it was therefore against the interest of beneficiaries that 
the Rill should be passed. He moved: ‘‘ That the system of official trans- 
action of private business is against public policy, aud unjust to the 
individuals with whom the officials compete.”” This was seconded by Mr. 
H. K. Pope, of Southampton, who said that an official trustee would be 
less accessible, and less likely to facilitate business than a private indi- 
vidual, and he suggested that the remuneration of a solicitor trustee 
should be allowed. The chairman said that if the Bill were passed every 
trust matter would become an administration suit. He supported the 
motion, which was unanimously agreed to. 

Mr. H. K. Porz moved: ‘‘ That this society approve the scheme of the 
Incorporated Law Society for the education of articled clerks.’’ The 
resolution was seconded by Mr. W. Bailey, and was carried. 

Scag the meeting the members dined together, Mr. W. Shenton pre- 
siding. 


LEEDS INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The following are extracts frum the report of the committee :— 

Members.—Ten new members of the society have been elected during the 
year. The present number of members is 120, and of subscribers 6. 

Legal Procedure.—The most important legal event of the year is the issue 
of the report to the Secretary of State by the Council of Judges, acting 
under section 75 of the Judicature Act, 1873, which directs such council 
to be held (inter alia) ‘‘ for the purpose of considering the operation of the 
Act and of the Rules of Court for the time being in force.’ This report, 
which was published on the 6th of August last, travels over the whole 
field of legal procedure, civil and criminal, and is, in the opinion of your 
committee, a bold and well-considered attempt to deal with the defects 
and abuses which have done so much to dissuade the public, and especially 
commercial men, from having recourse to the ordinary tribunals. The 
labour involved in the preparation of the report and of the resolutions, 
100 in number, by which its recommendations are put into a concrete 
form, must have been very great, and, whatever may be the result, the 
thanks of the public and the profession are due to its framers, alike for 
the trouble which has been taken and the skill with which so difficult a 
subject has been handled. It may, indeed, be doubted whether it is pos- 
sible by any rules, however skilfully framed, to prevent a complicated 
system of legal procedure being abused by those who have the dispo- 
sition to do so. All cases cannot be provided for, and a system which 
is too inflexible will not work. On the other hand, an elastic procedure 
can always be strained for purposes ofchicanery. ‘he only really efficient 
law reform would be one by which all litigants and lawyers were made 
reasonable, perfectly honest, and sincerely desirous of arriving at the 
truth without any reference to their personal ends and interests. And, 
therefore, whilst welcoming the changes indicated in the report of the 
Council of Judges, your committee do not anticipate from them any more 
far reaching effect than a fair chance of improvement in some points of 
detail. There has been much discussion as to the expediency of the rule 
—No. 14 of the resolutions referred to—which directs that no pleading 
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shall be allowed without order. There is equal difference of opinion 
amongst lawyers as to the wisdom, and, indeed, the practical possibility, 
of making a summons for directions compulsory instead of permissive. 
Your committee consider that neither proposal would effect any consider- 
able alteration in practice. Everyone is agreed that there must be some- 
thing in writing for the purpose of trial shewing definitely the points at 
issue between the parties. Whether this takes the shape of pleadings 
or particulars will depend on the nature of the action. It may be assumed 
that in all actions except the very simplest there would be no difficulty in 
obtaining an order for pleadings. Where no order for pleadings is made, 
there would, in the majority of cases, be an order for particulars. The 
difference between pleadings and particulars is not very important, 
certainly not important enough to justify a refusal to try the effect of the 
change. In the case of summonses for directions, the probability is that 
wherever any grounds can be shewn an adjournment will be a matter of 
course. Nor is it to be expected that the rule penalizing an applicant 
who asks on a subsequent occasion for what he might have asked for 
previously, will be extensively used, although it is certain to occasion 
a good deal of argument and discussion in chambers. Unless masters 
poseess the gift of second sight, they will have to rely on the parties 
themselves for information as to their actual knowledge and as to the 
time when their knowledge was acquired. On the whole your committee 
are in favour of giving the new procedure as to pleadings and directions 
a fair trial, in the belief that it may do good, and is not likely to do any 
harm. The proposed rearrangement of circuits is much criticized in 
various quarters. As regards civil business in Leeds, the proposals give 
what the committee has always considered to be adequate—namely, three 
civil assizes in the year separated by an interval of about four months 
from one another, and ending with Leeds as the last assize town on the 
circuit. There is a very gencral opinion (in which the committee quite 
concur) that the jurisdiction under order 14 ought to be extended. Order 
14 is the one real and conspicuous success of the procedure under the 
Judicature Acts, and there seems to be no reason why it should not 
apply to actions of all classes where the relief claimed by the plaiutiff is 
simple, and either definite or capable of being defined by a process of 
mere calculation. And they are strongly of opinion that this extended 
jurisdiction should be exercised in the first instance by a master or 
district registrar. Your committee agree with the recommendations of 
the committee of 1885 referred to in resolution 44 of the Judges’ Report. 
They think, however, that there should be two judges of the Chancery 
Division without chambers instead of one, whose time should be devoted 
to the disposing of witness causes. As to Resolution 44, which is to the 
effect that when proceedings before a chief clerk are uuduly delayed, he 
shall have power to di-allow costs occasioned by such delay, such costs to 
be disallowed. on taxation as between solicitor and client, the committee 
think that the rule should be limited to the cases in which the delay ap- 
pears to be clearly the fault of the solicitor. The resolution assumes that 
undue delay is always imputable to the solicitor, but this is certainly not 
the fact. Resolution 45 should be limited on the same principle. Reso- 
lutions 70 and 71 provide (70) that the costs allowed in litigious matters 
shall be all those which have been reasonably incurred by the client, but 
that (71) no further costs shall be payable by the party to his own solici- 
tor, unless after full explanation he has chosen to incur them, and has 
agreed to do so in writing to his solicitor. No. 70 removes an injustice to 
suitors which has long been complained of and which is the cause of much 
of the disfavour with which legal procedure is regarded by litigants. No. 
71 looks well on paper, but it is impossible to carry it out in practice. No 
one conversant with the way in which business is transacted can suppose 
that either client or solicitor could work under such a restriction. The 
rule really reads thus: ‘‘ No costs (except those which shall have been 
reasonably incurred) shall be payable by the party to his own solicitor un- 
less after full explanation he has chosen to incur them and has agreed to 
do so in writing to his solicitor.’’ Now what costs have been ‘‘ reasonably 
incurred ’’ can only be known after taxation ; it isa matter of pure guess 
during the progress of the litigation and indeeed until the allocatur is 
signed. The result will be that with regard to all material and necessary 
expenditure, such as counsels’ fees, journeys, expenses of witnesses, and 
numerous other necessary items of expenditure in the action, the solicitor 
will be obliged, unless he chooses to run a serious pecuniary risk, to give 
‘* full explanations,’’ in writing of course, to his client and to obtain from 
the client a written authority to incur the expenditure referred to. It is 
no exaggeration to say that the enforcement of such a rule would make 
the conduct of any cause of importance so irksome, dilatory, and incon- 
venient that it would be either evaded or ignored. Subject to the above 
observations your committee adopt and approve the Judges’ Report. 


Land Transfer Bill.—Public Trustee Bill.—On Thursday, the 30th of June, 
the committee invited the Conservative and Liberal Unionist Candidates 
for the five divisions of Leeds and for the Pudsey division to meet a 
deputation of the society in the Leeds Law Institute for the purpose of 
hearing the views of the society on the policy of the above Bills, and on 
Monday the 4th of July the Liberal candidates were similarly invited for 
the same purpose. The following candidates attended on the two occasions 
referred to:—-The Right Hon. W. L. Jackson, Mr. G. W. Balfour, Mr. A 
Greenwood, Mr. J. L. Gane, QC., Mr. J. L. Walton, Q.C., Mr. T. R. 
Leuty, Mr. Briggs Priestley. After some opening remarks by Mr. Cousins, 
the president, the hon. sec , Mr. Thomas Marshall, stated the objects of 
the Bills, and explained the views of the society with regard to them. He 
explained that the object of the meeting was not to extract pledges from 
the candidates, but to impress upon them, at a time when they might be 
supposed to be open to impression, how far their constituents as represented 
at the meeting agreed and how far they disagreed with the policy and 
provisions of the proposed legislation. The candidates present having 
replied, the meeting terminated. 
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THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY ON LEGAL | Nos. 30 and 31.—The council approve of resolution 30, with this qualifi- 


PROCEDURE. 


Tue following is the report of the Council of the Incorporated Law 
Society upon the report and resolutions of the Council of Ju — 

The council have carefully considered the report to the Secretary of 
State by the Council of Judges, with the accompanying resolutions, dated 
July, 1892, and in connection with the report and resolutions they have 
also considered the observations thereon by a member of the bench, which 
appeared in the Zimes newspaper, the remarks of Mr. Justice Cave, the 
paper containing remarks on the report and resolutions prepared in the 
vacation by the president and other members of the society who were 
associated with him, the resolutions passed at the annual provincial meet- 
ing of the Incorporated Law Society, held at Norwich on the 4th and 5th 
of October, 1892, and the resolutions passed at a recent meeting of the asso- 
ciated provincial and other provincial law societies. In the first place, the 
council desire to refer to the following resolution passed at the annual 
provincial meeting, held at| Norwich, with which they entirely concur — 
viz.: ‘‘ That this meeting expresses its satisfaction that the judges have 
devoted themselves to the task of reforming and improving the existing 
eystem of legal procedure. Whilst differing from some of the proposals 
and recommendations contained in the judges’ report and resolutions, this 
meeting desires to express the gratification of the profession at the earnest 
and powerful efforts which have been mads towards providing for the 
more speedy administration of justice and lessening of expense and 
termination of disputes.’’ 

Judges’ Resolutions. Nos. 1 to 10. With regard to the resolutions of the 
judges respecting circuits, the vouncil find that there is a wide difference 
of opinion amongst members of the legal profession as to the relative 
merits of the present system, and that which the judges propose should 
be substituted for it; and the council propose to make a further report to 
the Lord Chancellor on this subject. As to the remaining resolutions on 
which no observations are made, it will be understood that the councli see 
no objection to them. 


QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
PROCEDURE. 

Judges’ Resolutions. No. 11.—The council recommend that it should not 
be obligatory on the plaintiff to apply for directions within the suggested 
fourteen days after appearance, or within any otker prescribed time. The 
council think that the effect of such a rule would be to deprive the suitor 
of the right of conducting his case as he thinks most conducive to his own 
interest. This right they consider he ought to retain, and they would 
point out that the proposal to transfer to an official the control over the 
working and details of a action, now exercised by the parties and their 
advisers, is (as they conceive) directly opposed to the tendency of the 
alterations in procedure during the last fifty years, and to the principles of 
the Judicature Acts. The scheme proposed by the judges would, further, 
have the effect of throwing an impracticable task on the master, if, as the 
council understand, it is the intention or hope of the judges that, on the 
summons for directions, a general scheme for the conduct of future pro- 
ceedings in the action is to be settled, for it is only in very few cases 
that it would be possible before the close of the pleadings (if any are 
allowed) to say whether or not either party should be entitled to require 
particulars, admissions, affidavit of documents, inspection, interrogations, 
or commissions. Again, there would probably in many cases, after a 
lengthened discussion before the master, be an appeal to the judge, in 
which counsel, with all the attendant expense, would be cngloyel, so that 
by the time the order for directions was finally settled the costs would far 
exceed those under the present practice. 

Yos. 12 and 13.—The council recommend that order 14 should apply to 
all actions where the plaintiff has good ground for believing that there is 
no defence, and that the master and district registrars ought to have 
power to deal with such cases, and, when leave is given to defend, there 
should be no appeal from the decision of the master or district registrar. 
Where, however, leave to defend is refused, there should be no restriction 
as to the right of appeal, as it is practically final judgment. 

The council recommend that the practice of giving conditional leave to 
defend should be discontinued. 

The council recommend that ord. 3, r. 6, should be amended so as to 
admit of claims for interest and unliquidated amounts being joined in the 
same writ with claims for debts or liquidated demands, thus raving the 
expense of two writs when one would be sufficient, and that power should 
be conferred to give directions for the ascertainment of the amount of 
unliquidated damages, and that the plaintiff should not be 
deprived of the benefit of order 14 in cases where writs require 
amendment. 

-The council recommend that it should be sufficient if the business 
address or the private address of the plaintiff is indorsed on the writ. 

No. 14.—The council recommend that in cases not disposed of under 
order 14 pleadings should continue to be used. 

No. 15.—The council recommend that, in addition to the powers proposed 
to be given to the master under the summons for directions, he should have 
power to make use of the provisions of the Bankers’ Books Evidence Act. 

No. 21.—The council do not approve of resolution 21, but consider that 
the master should have power to dispense with the production in court of 
the original books. 

Nos. 25 and 26.—The council recommend that the difference in practice 
contemplated by these resolutions in the two cases referred to is not expe- 
dient. They are of opinion that the appeals referred to should be heard 
by the jrdee in chambers, and that the parties should be represented by 
counsel, solicitors, or solicitors’ clerks. 
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Move anv Piace or Trrat. 


cation, that a judge should be at liberty in his discretion at any time to 
alter the directions previously given on a summons for directions as to the 


mode of trial. 
CHANCERY DIVISION. 


No. 41.—The council are not able to agree with the s stions Cr... 
tained in this resolution, which amount to a proposal to ually abolisa 
the offices of registrars and taxing masters. The experience of those con- 
versant with the practice i+, that in numerous cases it is of importance 
that the task of drawing up chancery orders should not be undertaken by 
those who make the orders. Orders in the Chancery Division are entirely 
different in character from judgments in the Queen’s Bench Division, and 
mostly require great care and still in their preparation, and orders are 
frequently stopped by registrars and reconsi and altered in conse- 
quence by those who made them. It was considered of vitul importance 
that the perfect independence of the taxing masters should be preserved, 
and that they should be interfered with as little as possible in the per- 
formance of the duties entrusted to them. 

No. 43.—The council with this resolution on the assumption that 
in all actions comme in the Chancery Division, excepting actions 
specially assigned to that division under the Judicature Acts, the practice 
as regards all interlocutory applications should be assimilated to that in the 
Queen's Bench Division, the chief clerks the place of the masters, 
and that in all actions assigned to the Chancery on by the Judicature 
Acts the existing practice in that division is not to be altered or interfered 
with. 

Nos. 44 and 45.—The council consider that rules framed in terms or to 
the effect of Resolutions 44 and 45 would be highly objectionable. Their 
reasons for this conclusion will be found ina minute contained in the 
appendix to this report. 


Tue Powkrs OF THE JUDGE SHALL BE EXTENDED IN THE 
FOLLOWING CASES. 


No. 47.—The council consider that resolution 47, judiciously acted upon, 
might save expente and delay, but that the directions to the chief clerk, as 
to the nature of the evidence to be accepted or allowed, should be given in 
the presence of the parties, thus affording an opportunity to the litigants 
to challenge and object to the directions proposed to be given. 


ApmrnistratTion Actions.—Repvuction or Expense. 


No. 57.—The council consider that the proposal contained in Resolution 
57, that solicitors should certify that to the best of their belief the accounts 
referred to in the same resolution were correct, is objectionable. Solici- 
tors can only act on the instructions of their clients, and if they are to 
accept their clients’ statements as sufficient to justify them in giving 
certificates, there is no necessity for any certificates from them. If, on 
the other hand, they are expected to procure information to enable them 
to satisfy themselves that the accounts are correct, a burden would be 
placed upon them which it would be unreasonable they should bear, more 
especially as it is apparently expected that they should receive no 
remuneration, as accountants would, for the trouble involved and the 
responsibility incurred. The ordinary allowance for drawing an account 
from materials furnished by a client would be wholly inadequate. The 
suggestion that a solicitor may not be changed without the leave of the 
judge is considered objectionable, as an interference with the right of the 
client to employ whom he pleases. Solicitors might be put to a good deal 
of needless trouble and inconvenience if interested in an estate 
were to be at liberty to t accounts at the offices of solicitors, and 
that the fee suggested would not afford adequate compensation, and it is 
considered that such inspection ought to be made in the office in which 
accounts are to be filed. 

No. 60.—The council recommend that no costs should be taxed in the 
absence of the solicitor. The practice which has ~— up of late years 
has been found to be very objectionable, and to roductive in some 
cases of injustice, because after a private taxation by the master it is very 
difficult to induce him to reconsider the taxation and hear the solicitor, as 
he ought to be heard in cases where his remuneration is reduced. It is 
therefore considered that, when costs are sent to be taxed on request from 
the judge, the taxation should take place in the presence of the solicitor. 

Nos. 62 and 63.—It is considered that, as in resolution 62, a 
creditor should not be allowed to obtain judgment for himself alone if it 
appears that an estate is insolvent, and that in that case judgment should be 
for administration to be transferred to the Chancery Division. With regard 


to the rest of resolution 62, it is of the utmost public im that 
ents made by executors in good faith and without notice of claims 
2 made by A fn creditors should be protected. 


Orner Marrers. 


No. 68.—The council consider that resolution 68 is objectionable. Itis 
felt that the omission from orders of the evidence on which they are 
founded would result in a very trifling saving of expense, so trifling as to 
be quite unworthy of consideration, whilst it is considered to be essential 
that litigants should know the evidence on which orders are founded, and 
the parties at whose instance and in whose orders have been 
made, and specially that should have an opportunity of 7 
full copies of orders to sales of errery and that if it is 
intended to bree tec camaas obtaining copies of orders the pro- 
posal is ob * 

No. 71.“ counel recommend Brod r order to give —_— to what 
the ther to be the inten judges, party party costs 
should in terms be abolished, and that all rules and regulations relating 
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thereto should be wholly repealed ; and that the costs allowed in litigious 
matters should be all those which have been reasonably iucurred by the 
client, so that a successful litigant should be indemnified in respect of his 
necessary and proper costs, and that he should have to pay only such 
costs, if any, as he might incur through over caution, negligence, mis- 
take, caprice, or lavish expenditure, and that all costs should be taxed by 
experienced taxing masters who have themselves been solicitors, and that 
all allowances which, under the rule suggested, would be in the discretion 
of the taxing masters should be subject to review by a judge. The sug- 
gested rule that the solicitor should not be able to recover from his own 
client any costs in addition to the taxed costs ‘‘ unless after full explana- 
tion he (the client) has chosen to incur them and has agreed to do so in 
writing to his solicitor,’’ would be quite impracticable in working, and 
would involve the most serious consequences for clients as well as solici- 
tora, and is felt by the latter to be highly objectionable. The reasons for 
this opinion will be found in the minute contained in the appendix. 

No. 73.—The council do not agree with Resolution 73, and see no reason 
for interfering with the existing regulations. 


APPEALS. 


No. 79.—The council recommend that there should be an appeal from 
all orders of a master to a judge, but that there should be no further 
appeal without the leave of the judge, except in cases under order 14 when 
leave to defend has been refused, and in applications for a commission to 
examine witnesses abroad. 

The council recommend that in all actions in the High Court in which 
the matter ir dispute can be estimated in money, and the amount of such 
estimate does not directly or indirectly exceed the sum of £100, there 
should be no appeal from any judgment or order, whether final or inter- 
locutory, without the leave of the judge, excepting in test cases, and in 
cases under order 14 where leave to defend has been refused. 

The council recommend that where the matter in dispute cannot be 
estimated in money, or where the amount of such estimate exceeds the 
sum of £100, but does not exceed £1,000, there should be an appeal—first, 
with the leave of the judge; or, second, on acertificate from counsel that 
the case is a fit and proper one for an appeal, stating the grounds of such 
appeal, and on giving security for the costs of appeal, or on bringing £20 
into court, to abide the order of the Court of Appeal as to the costs of the 
appeal. 

The council recommend that the Court of Appeal, or any judge thereof, 
should have power, on an ex parte application, to dispence with or reduce 
the security for costs or deposit on the ground of poverty, where reason- 
able grounds for appealing are shewn. If on such application there 
appear to be no reasonable grounds for appealing, the court or judge 
shculd have power to dismiss the appeal forthwith. 

Nos. 82 and 83.—The council consider that the times suggested within 
which certain appeals should be brought were too short to enable solicitors 
to obtain instructions from their clients, particularly in country cases or 
when the parties reside abroad, and that the times for appealing should 
not be shortened. 

Nos. 84 and 85.—The council consider that the time for appealing might 
be reduced to six months, but not further. 

No. 86.—Assuming it to be intended that applications to enlarge the 
time for appealing should be made before the time has expired, this reso- 
lution was approved. 

The council trust that full opportunity will be given to them to consider 
the draft of any new rules affecting legal procedure, and they, therefore, 
refrain from adding recommendations upon minor matters of detail. 


The following minute of the council is contained in an appendix to the 
report :— 
December 21st, 1892. 
The Council of the Incorporated Law Society desire to call attention to 
a subject which has in recent years given rise to a very strong feeling 
among solicitors both in London and in the country. They refer to a 
tendency in the drafting of rules as to costs to assume that solicitors will 


not act honestly by their clients. All solicitors entertain the greatest | 


objection to general rules springing from exceptional instances of dis- 
honesty, but framed as if the evil aimed at was so universal as to compel 
the authorities to interfere for the protection of the public, and they feel 


very strongly that the whole body of the profession is subjected to an | 


indignity because a small proportion is guilty of malpractices. The 
council urge that rules of court, which assume that there is a widespread 
mischief to be dealt with, are unjust to the vast majority of the profession, 
and that the assumption on which they are based is erroneous. It is only 
in recent years that rules of this character have been made, and the 
council venture to assert that they have effected no useful purpose. 
In former times the general power of the court over its officers, and 
the discretion entrusted to the taxing masters, have sufficed, and they 
still amply suffice, to keep dishonourable practices in check. Reference 
may be made to ord. 65, rr. 5, 11, as instances of the class of rule which 
solicitors as a body resent very strongly. Rule 5 has for some time been in 
existence, although rarely required to be put in force. Rule 11 was pro- 
mulgated a few years ago, and at the time elicited many indignant 
remonstrances from the general body of solicitors. The subject again 
becomes prominent in connection with resolutions 44, 45, 70, and 71 in the 
report of the Council of Judges of July, 1892, which are as follows :—‘* 44. 

ere proceedings before a chief clerk are unduly delayed, he shall have 
power to disallow costs occasioned by such delay, and any costs so dis- 
allowed rhall be disallowed on taxation as between the solicitor and the 
client. 45. The chief clerk shall at the beginning of each sittings make a 
report to the judge of the cases in which he considers that there has been 
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any undue delay in the proceedings before him in chambers. The judge 
shall have power to require the solicitor alleged to be in default to shew 
cause why he should not pay the costs occasioned by the delay, and of the 
application. There shall be no appeal from any order of the judge in any such 
matter. 70. The costs allowed in litigious matters shall be all those which 
have been reasonably incurred by the client. 71. No further costs shall be 
payable by the party to his own solicitor unless after full explanation he has 
chosen to incur them, and has agreed to do so in writing to his solicitor.’’ 
Universal objection has been expressed to these suggestions. The 
resolutions were objected to in the president*s address at the recent pro- 
vincial meeting of the Incorporated Law Society at Norwich in the 
following terms:—‘‘I desire to call attention to resolutions 44 and 45. 
: Rules framed in these terms, or to this effect, would in my 
opinion, be highly objectionable, and I earnestly hope none such may 
ever see light. The sweeping character of the resolutions is very note- 
worthy. They take no account of who is responsible for the delay. But 
if proceedings are unduly delayed the default may lie wholly with the 
party to the action, not at all with his solicitor: yet the chief clerk (not 
even the judge in person) is to be empowered to disallow costs occasioned 
by the delay as between the solicitor and the client. I think we shall all 
agree that it would be highly improper for the chief clerks to be 
empowered to interfere between solicitors and their clients. Rule 11 of 
order 65 already, in my opinion, goes much too far in this direction. 
If the court, on the application of a litigant, finds that there has 
been delay, the party responsible can be visited with the con- 
sequences. Resolution 45 goes a step further. It implies that 
in many cases the judge should inquire whether it is the 
solicitor or his client who is responsible for the delay, for in the 
absence of such an inquiry great injustice might be done. The 
proper course would be to visit the persons found guilty of intentional 
delay with costs to be paid by them personally, and I think that, if this 
course were adopted, there would soon be little ground for complaints on 
the subject. Iam strongly of opinion that a right of appeal should be 
reserved to the persons affected. . . We now approach a subject 
upon which it is always unpleasant to touch, but with which I must deal 
in consequence of the resolution thereon of the judges. I refer to the 
remuneration of solicitors. The attempts hitherto made to simplify 
practice and procedure and reduce expense have resulted in a reduction of 
the solicitor’s fees, whilst court and other fees have increased, the net 
result being that there has been little, if any, reduction in the cost of 
litigation. I do not desire to discuss the subject in all its details, but I 
wish to take this opportunity of pointing out that, under the present 
practice, the remuneration of solicitors in contentious cases is fixed without 
giving them an opportunity of saying whether they are satisfied with what 
is offered to them or not. Their position is, in this respect, anomalous. 
As a general rule, every man in a free country may determine for himself 
on what terms he will labour for others; and, so far as I know, 
solicitors are the only body of men who, if they practise in conten- 
tious cases, must give their services for a remuneration fixed by others, 
and in the rettlement of which they have no voice. That this is 
an injustice has been admitted in high quarters, and one noble and 
learned lord has told us that, though he was not prepared to assent to the 
proposal that we should take part in the preparation of orders affecting 
our remuneration in contentious cases in the same way as we do under 
the provisions of the Solicitors’ Remuneration Act in non-contentious busi- 
ness, he thought our society were entitled to be consulted before new 
rules were made prescribing what our remuneration should be in conten- 
tious cases. This modicum of justice has not yet been accorded to us, 
but we may hope that, since we have obtained some recognition of the 
intrinsic reasonableness of our claim, we may succeed in passing a 
measure to deal with the subject ; and if our endeavours are supported by 
the general body of solicitors, I think I may promise that the earnest 
attention of the council to the matter will not be wanting. With these 
preliminary remarks, I now approach the consideration of the Resolutions 
70 and 71. The language of these resolutions is somewhat vague, and I 
am not sure that I fully understand their intention. They might be 
taken to mean, in round language, that in future a solicitor shall never 
be entitled to recover either from his client or from his opponent any- 
| thing beyond what are commonly called party and party costs. If this 
| is the meaning, I do not think that we shall be able to acquiesce in the 
justice of the proposal. I think—and I hope that you will agree with me 
in thinking—that the costs to be allowed to the successful litigant, and 
| payable by his opponent, should in all cases include such 
|costs as have been reasonably and properly incurred between 
solicitor and client, as if they had been taxed with a view to 
payment out of a fund in court; and that this would be much 
more reasonable than the proposal contained in Resolution 70. 
Resolution 71 seems to be open to the gravest objection, and the following 
suggestion of Mr. Justice Cave, so far as it goes beyond the view above 
expressed with regard to the costs of a successful litigant, is not likely to 
be thought satisfactory. His proposalis as follows: After suggesting that 
there should be four scales of costs depending upon the amount in dispute, 
| he continues : ‘ That these scales, other than the first, should be framed on 
| the mode of taxation as between solicitor and client in cases in which such 
| costs are paid by a third party or out of a fund in court; and should be 
| applied as between a solicitor and his own client as well as between party 
and party when either solicitor or client requires the costs to be taxed ; 
and that no other costs and charges than those in the appropriate scale 
should be allowed, except in the case of money paid or work done by the 
solicitor at the express request of the client.’ I think that Resolution 71 
would almost inevitably lead toinjustice. ‘Those who have had experience 
of the manner in which costs are taxed know well the tendency of taxing 
; masters to cut dewn charges—a tendency which in modern times has 
. 
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much increased in the offices of some of them; and it will easily be under- 
stood that a suitor might find it difficult to recover what it is to be pre- 
sumed the judges contemplate he should recover, namely, all costs pro- 
perly incurred in the conduct of the litigation. He is to have costs 
reasonably incurred, that is, reasonably incurred according to the dis- 
cretion of the taxing master. It is impossible to predict the exact 
result, but we may confidently predict that the result would be different 
in the chambers of different taxing masters, and then the solicitor 
is to bear the brunt. Under this system it is manifest that the burden 


and stress of the litigation will fall on the solicitor, for the permission 
giuen to him to recover extra costs from his client, if they have been 
incurred after the client has received full explanation and has to 


incur such costs in writing, is merely illusory. It would be practically 
impossible to conduct business in this manner. Imagine a solicitor 
running to his client at brief intervals during the progress of an action 
to say he was about to incur an expense which he thought necessary, but 
which might not be allowed against the opposite party, and placing in 
his client’s hands a ‘full explanation’ in writing (it must be in writing 
to be worth anything), and then requesting his client to sign ement 
after agreement to pay the extra costs. The least reflection must satisfy 
any reasonable mind that such a proposal could not be entertained by any 

srson having even moderate experience in the transaction of such 

usiness, And if I express the opinion that vo further attempt should be 
made to interfere in this way between a solicitor and his client, it must be 
remembered that the client already enjoys no small measure of protection. 
I should never be willing to resist the application of a remedy to a known 
abuse ; but I feel constrained to express the re that this proposal is 
absolutely unworkable in practice, and that it does not point, even in 
theory, to a result of any value.’’ All the resolutions mentioned 
were unanimously disapproved of at the meeting at Norwich, and 
more recently at a meeting of the associated provincial and other 
provincial law societies. Solicitors know from experience that it would 
be impossible for them to do their duty by their clients, or even 
free themselves from possible accusations of negligence, unless they 
are able, without any such restriction as that proposed, to incur 
the necessary and proper expense of dealing at the moment with 
the vital questions that constantly arise before, or even at the trial. 
Many cases must occur where it is impossible to obtain a signed agree- 
ment, as between solicitor and client, authorizing extraordinary costs. 
Shortly before, or in the course of a trial, counsel may advise further 
precautions. It may be a patent case, and new models required: or a 
light and air case, and photographs wanted; or a running-down case, 
and a view of the locality desired counsel; or plans and measurements 
to be taken. In such cases the client may be absent, or may be a joint- 
stock company, or a society, or otherwise inaccessible; and a —— 
rule such as is now suggested might, by depriving counsel and solicitors 
of freedom of action, result in serious injury to the client. It must be 
borne in mind that in many cases it is impossible to forecast the course an 
action may take at its trial, and, necessarily and properly, much investi- 
gation takes place, and evidence is obtained which may not in the event 
be made use of, and the cost of which might be disallowed as against the 
losing party, and so fall on the solicitor personally. It must also be 
obvious that solicitors will be unable to avail themselves of the assistance 
of counsel at critical times, as it will be impracticable to obtain m2 
agreements in the case of every fee paid to counsel. Hitherto it has been 
the course for the client to trust the solicitor and for the solicitor to trust 
the client, and it is submitted that it is most undesirable to substitute a 
basis of distrust. Such impracticable restrictions, too, tend to drive business 
from the courts of law to private tribunals, where such limitations do not 
exist. It is felt that these considerations are the more important because it 
seems almost inevitable that in numerous cases there will be, even under the 
full indemnity system, some costs and expenses which cannot in justice be 
thrown upon the losing party, however complete an indemnity may be 
provided by the law. A litigant may insist upon employing an unneces- 
sary array of counsel or witnesses, or, from lavish expenditure, over- 
caution, or nervousness, may incur expenses which in justice could not be 
exacted from the losing party. For this reason a large and representative 
committee of the Incorporated Law Society, so late as March, 1892, while 
advoca'ing a complete indemnity in respect of proper and necessary costs, 
resolved that the successful litigant must be left to pay extra costs in- 
curred through over-caution, negligence, mistake, or caprice. The Coun- 
cil of the Incorporated Law Society, therefore, submit that the innovation 
embodied in resolution 71 of the judges’ report is uncalled for and inex- 
pedient ; that it is calculated seriously to injure the existing relations 
between solicitor and client, and to embarrass the conduct of contentious 
business before the courts; and also that it is thrusting upon an honour- 
able profession an indignity to which it ought not to be subjected. It 
may be useful in this connection to bear in mind that there are at present, 
in the offices of the taxing masters, three perfectly distinct and well-re- 
cognized modes of taxation:—1. The strict party and party costs, which, 
unless otherwise ordered, is the basis of all present taxations. 2. Costs as 
between solicitor and client, but not paid by the client personally, as when 
they are paid by a third party or ordered to be paid ont of a fund in court. 
This taxation does usually give all those costs which, in the words of 
resolution 70, have been reasonably incurred by the client. 3. Costs as 
between solicitor and the client, which include such costs as in his 
discretion the taxing master may consider to have been properly incurred 
on behalf of the client, but to be extra to those which would be allowed as 
having been reasonably incurred, when parties, other than the client 
himself, have to bear the costs. The existing regulations sufficiently and 





completely protect the client, but it is considered by the council to be a 
great injustice to the whole body of solicitors to introduce such an! 


impracticable innovation as that now proposed by resolution 71. The 


council recommend that, in order to give effect to what 
the intention of the judges, party and costs 
abolished, and that rules and ms relating 
wholly repealed, and that the costs in er matters 

all those which have been reasonably iacurred by the clicnt, so that a 
successful litigant should be indemnified in of his necessary 
proper Fawn and — he gee B have Dad such costs, if any, no 
might incur through over caution, mce, mistake, caprice,-or 
expenditure, and that all costs should be taxed by 

masters who have themselves been solicitors, and that all allowances which 
under the rule s would be in the discretion of the taxing master 
should be subject to review by a judge. The council venture to think 
that it is a subject of regret that while resolution 71 of the Judges’ 
Report is under consideration, a rule on the basis of that resolution should 
have been without discussion actually enacted in the rules issued under 
The Clergy Discipline Act, 1892, to come into operation with the Act on 
September 27, 1892. By rule 43 under The Clergy Discipline Act it is 
enacted that costs as between solicitor and client, when taxed, shall follow 
the party and party scale, and none other be allowed, except that the 
po 9 ened of the Lage may in his faayror ged allow any , which the 
client has agreed in writing to pay. e registrar ac as taxing 
master will have no discretion to go beyond the y and party scale. 
And even the chancellor, upon an appeal to him, not be bound to give 
effect to the client’s written agreemept. In passing, it may be no 
that the scale is wholly inadequate. For instance, only £1 is allowed for 
the first day, and only 10s. diem on are ye days, for a a's 
attendance of a solicitor and his clerks in court with counsel. A solici 
must have a clerk with him in charge of documents, correspondence, and 
exhibits, and other clerks to see that witnesses are at hand ready at a 
moment’s call. It will be seen, therefore, that the allowance does not 
cover the solicitor’s office expenses, and is utterly inadequate, and it is 
difficult to believe that any person of practical experience can have been 
consulted in framing such rules. Olergy discipline cases often involve 
momentous issues—of importance almost equal to life or death to the party 
charged—and it seems unfortunate that the draftsman of these rules 
should have selected these cases for a novel experiment. Cases may arise 
of great pag eaten OE og of persecution or conspiracy—in which it will 
be almost impossible for a respectable solicitor to do his duty in the 
management of such a case with rule 43, under the Clergy Discipline Act, 
hanging over his head. He must either be reckless of the success of his 
client and keep far within the line of party and party costs in all his pre- 
parations and precautions, or he must risk the pc to the client and 
pecuniary loss to himself arising from time and money expended for the 
client’s benefit, which, by an iron rule, the registrars and chancellors will 
have no power to allow. The Council of the Incorporated Law 

submit that such rules as are the subject of this minute are obstructive to 
the administration of justice, and, as before remarked, dishonouring and 
unjust to solicitors. 








MISSING HEIRS AND KINDRED IN 1892. 


Mx. Sipney H. Presron, of Lonsdale Chambers, 27, Chancery-lane, 
writes to us as follows:—During the eventful year just closed, some 
thousands of advertisements have — in the ‘ my ’’ columns of the 
leading newspapers, at home and abroad, missing relatives, heirs- 
at-law, legatees, and others. Many of these are of an extraordi- 
nary and romantic nature, and often, though very valuable from a 
monetary point of view, fail to be seen by the persons sought, by reason 


of their havin, ted, &c. This being the season when most 

are thi e beyond the sea,’’ I venture to send you a short sum- 
mary of the more le of these notifications for the past year, with 
the hope that it may prove interesting to your numerous readers. The 


Reverend J. P. R. has died intestate, ‘*a bachelor, without parent, brother 
or sister, uncle or aunt, nephew or niece, or cousin german”’ surviving 
him, consequently his more distant relatives are sought; and Francis 
W. M., who passed under an assumed name, is entitled to a legacy of 
£2,000 and a of the resid estate of his uncle. The heirs of a lieu- 
tenant and his wife, who were during the Indian Mutuny of 1857, 
and of a surveyor who died in London ia 1827, are missing; while T. 
W. B., formerly of Birmingham, is interested in a sum of £4,677. The 
descendants of B. L., a London merchant, who died so far back as 1704, 
are only now sought; 300,000 marks await the unknown heirs of the son 
of a colonel who died abroad; and information is urgently wanted as to a 
doctor who was entrusted with a scientific mission on the coast of Tunis, 
and who eee disa, from his vessel. ‘‘ A and pleasurable 
surprise’? awaits G., who was married in 1854, or her children ; 
George Moore, a miller, last seen on a railway station platform in 1868, is 
resumed to be dead; J. C. Tabor, who left for New Zealand in 1872, is 
terested under his father’s will; and the children of a coachbuilder, 
whose father died in a workhouse in 1869, are inquired for. The 
descendants of a Baptist minister, who died in 1835, leaving £100,000, 
are sought; also representatives of Mary A. P., who died in 
a convent in 1846; while a Roman Catholic 
dren are entitled pre “ — it. - 
engineer, supposed Fi 
with his relations in Snecebiny’ Mies Seoeel ot tance 
the dchild of William Barrett, a 
died in 1830, is entitled to funds; also the 
of Austria, deceased intestate. W.O. B., who went to America in 
run the blockade during the American Civil War, and said to have been 
taken prisoner, is assumed to be dead, and his effects are about to be dis. 
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tributed. Similar notifications are addressed to Michael G., last heard of 
at Liverpool in 1867; and a butcher, who was born in Prussia in 1848; 
while E. M., of Dimitz, who disappeared in 1862, is allowed, under a 
German Act of Constitution, dated 1774, two years to report himself, 
before the distribution of his effects can take place. The recent Presump- 
tion of Life Limitation (Scotland) Act has given rise to many claims by 
the heirs of Scotsmen seeking to ‘‘ uplift and enjoy ’’ the estates of their 
wissing relatives absent for seven years or upwards in various parts of the 
world. W. K. B., who left for Australia in 1871, is entitled to a sum of 
money in the Irish Court of Chancery; and R. W. D., who left his home 
in Leeds, in 1879, to enlist as a soldier, is wanted to participate in his 
grandfather's estate. Among other missing beneficiaries are a French 
teacher, who afterwards became a wine merchant; Thomas D., a car- 
penter, formerly of Ontario; W.T. F., who left for New York in 1842, 
and afterwards took an assumed name; Joseph G , who left for the Capé 
of Good Hope in 1837, as a carpenter of a whaling ship; and Ann 
Marquis, who many years ago left for Canada. Proof of the death is 
wanted of H. T. P., supposed to have been shipwrecked in a steam tug; 
and persons interested in the estate of John Read, a farmer, who died in 
1840, are WS ig also claimants to the residuary estate of a lighthouse- 
keeper. C. H. W. is entitled to a legacy of £200, left by his aunt as far 
back as 1828; and John G. G., who emigrated in 1852, is informed that 
his mother is dead, and that he can learn important matters relative to 
himself and children ; while Archibald S., of H. M. navy, who left his ship 
at Malta, in 1863, is entitled to the proceeds of the sale of a house 
at Plymouth, amounting to £609. The children of John and Charlotte 
H., who left for Australia in 1815, and the heir-at-law of Samuel 
Smith, of Manchester, deceased in 1866, are wanted; also persons having 
claims on the bounty of the Crown with reference to the estate of B. A., 
an illegitimate, who died in a hospital. In some forty other cases persons 
—some of whom were illegitimate—died intestate, without known heirs, 
consequently the ‘‘Crown’s nominee” advertised for next of kin. The 
amount of each estate is not stated, but some of these Crown windfalls in 
years have been of immense value; in one case the amount —— 

y the Crown to legitimate claimants was no less than £200,000. The 
more numerous class of advertisement is that notifying persons of 
‘* something to their advantage,’’ with but the trouble of proving their 
identity. These include the children of a labourer, who were some time 
since living at a cook-shop in London; James M., of Newcastle-on-Tyne, 
China, London, America, and elsewhere; a bricklayer, who went to 
Australia in 1854, and afserwards became a Government inspector; the 
son of an Indian doctor; a lady who was formerly a nurse at a hospital 
for women ; John MacRae, a warehouse porter, last seen at the funeral of 
his brother in 1851; a navvy, commonly known as ‘‘ Gloucester Tom,” 
last heard of twenty-five years ago; George J. S., who left his home in 
1846 ; a lead miner, who went to Australia; Margaret F., who emigrated 
from Carlisle in 1863; a railway porter; a wine merchant; and many 
others. The Court of Chancery is proverbially supposed to have the 
custody of a mine of untold wealth due to suitors or their representatives. 
The amount unclaimed, however, is not nearly so large as fortune-hunters 
imagine. The official advertisements for missing owners call upon the 
following to establish claims :—The next of kin of B. C., a perfumer, 
who died in London in 1810; the children, ‘‘or remoter issue,’’ of 
H. W. R. D., who died at the Cape in 1864; G. U., who was a gentle- 
man’s coachman in 1835 ; George Liddiard, a sailor, last heard of forty- 
five years ago; G. C., formerly of Leeds, who emigrated in 1853 ; Thomas 
Farrell, who left for America in 1844; Charles Hughes, of South Africa, 
in 1884; Charlotte L., last heard of in 1872 (entitled to a half-share of a 
house at Malvern) ; Francis Roberts, who left for Australia in 1848; the 
legatees of Martha B., of Leicestershire, deceased in 1861; John Hadley, 
an armourer-sergeant in the Marines, of South America, in 1860; and 
Charles Williams, who married in 1863, and immediately afterwards left 
England as steward on board an American vessel. Among persons whose 
next of kin have dropped out of sight are a law bookseller, whose estate, 
in the absence of heirs, reverted to the Queen’s most excellent Majesty ; 
J. B. B., who was born in 1787, and left for Toronto in 1804; William 
Watts, of Cheltenham, whose grandfather is said to have been born in 
1696; George O., who died in Jamaica in 1870; Hannah P., of 
Bucks, who married in 1762; Ann Wheatley, of Sheffield, deceased in 
1825; a sheep dealer; the daughter of a county court bailiff; Edward 
M. N., of Dublin, who died in 1837; John Steel, of Edinburgh, 
in 1859; Jane Webster, born at Liverpool in 1812; an infirmary 
; & musical instrument maker; and Samuel K., a brewer, who 

in 1827, whose relatives are entitled to a considerable sum of money. 

In addition to the foregoing examples of family vicissitudes, it may be 
noted that the Cape Government have-published a long list of intestates, 
whose “ unknown heirs’’ are entitled to some £35,000; representatives of 
proprietors of shares in the West New Jersey Society 200 years ago are 
ar: the master of the Chief Magistrate’s Court of British Bechuana- 
has issued a list of property “‘ belonging to persons unknown’’ ; the 
War Office publish lists of money due to soldiers’ kin ; the New Zealand 
Government issue lists of intestates, and the India Office notify that lists 
of unclaimed balances can be seen on application. The Bank of England 
have given many notices respecting unclaimed stock or dividends, and 
rewards are offered for missing deeds, wills, birth, marriage, and 
death certificates. Many other cases deserve a passing notice; but I fear 
I have already trespassed largely on your valuable space. The im- 
portance and universally interesting nature of the subject must be my 








The Pall Mall Gazette gives a ramour that Mr. Walker, the Irish Lord 
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NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orper or Covrr. 
Thursday, the 22nd day of December, 1892. 

Whereas, upon the request of the Lord Chancellor, the Honourable Mr. 
Justice Wright has, with the concurrence of the Lord Chief Justice of 
England, consented to sit and act as an additional judge of the Chancery 
Division for the purpose of hearing any causes or matters which may be ; 
assigned to him by the Lord Chancellor or any application therein. I, F 
the Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of 
Great Britain, do, pursuant to the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 
1884, s. 5, hereby order that the several causes set forth in the schedule 
hereto be assigned to Mr. Justice Wright for the purpose of hearing the 
same or any application connected with such hi , and be marked in 
the cause books accordingly. And this order is to drawn up by the 
registrar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division of the 
High Court of Justice. 

SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Romer. 
1890. 


Hunt v Parry In re Parry (In re Pierce) 
Parry 1889 P 278 May 16 
1891. 
Attorney-General v Fareham Guardians 1885 A 196 Oct 30 
1892. 
In re Santa Rosalia del Carmen, &c, Co & Co’s Acts Motion Jan 14 
London Trust Cold v Mackenzie 1891 L 2,806 March 30 
Forrest v Walker 1890 F 2,033 Jan 19 
Hollender v Hunt 1891 H 2,676 Feb 13 
Anderson v Edgbaston Brewery Co 1891 A 1,331 March 12 
Robson v Steriline 1d 1892 R 257 March 26 
Mantell v Mantell 1891 M 3,926 Aprill 
Pearson v Union Bk of Manchester 1891 P 205 
Wright v Walford 1890 W 3,503 April 1 
Morley v Loughnan 1891 M 2,075 April7 
Stephenson v Christian 1891 C 4,428 April 11 
Avard v Avard 1891 A 1,771 April 12 
York City, &c, Banking Co v Pearson 1891 Y 410 April 26 
In re Loughnan Dalgety & Co v Russell Howell 1888 L 


1889 H 2,167 Hunt v 


April 1 


1,945 


May 2 

Luck v Williamson 1891 L 2,543 May 3 

Clarke v Mills 1891 C 4,162 May 4 

Bartlett v Sarl 1891 B 1,088 May 5 

Jones v Pim, Vaughan & Co 1891 J 1,783 May9 

In re Kennett Measonv Amey (Olaim of H T Orawter) May 10 

Corrugated Paper, &c, Co, ld v Speight 1892 C 6 May 10 

Stuttard v Beaumont 1891 S 4,715 May 11 

In re Gilbert Parry v Doyle Adjd Summons May 11 

Hart v Hill 1891 H 2,162 May 12 

Carr v Timlin 1890 C 1,023 May 13 

In re Hall Hallv Hall 1891 H 2,647 May 14 

Roosv Allen 1891 R 2,291 May 17 

In re Brown Sleemanv Brown 1892 B 593 May 20 

Barnett v Barnett 1892 B 997 May 21 

Phillips v Cresswell 1892 P 194 May 24 

Huntley v Curry 1892 H 889 May 26 

Middleton v Drake 1891 M 3,191 May 27 

Powell v London and Provincial Bank, 1d 1891 P 1,550 May 28 

Armitage v Armitage 1892 A 169 May 31 

In re Eddystone Marine Insurance Co, 1d Settlement of List of 
Contributories June 1 

Simpson v ill 1892 S 160 June 2 

In re Stanley Stanley v Burchell 1892 S 745 June 2 

MacLean v Griffin 1892 M 369 June 3 

In re Grimley Grimley v Grimley 1891 G 2,640 June 8 

Hewitt v Gater 1892 H 236 June 9 

Want v Campain 1891 W 4,095 June 13 

Asten v Asten 1892 A 613 June 14 

Brodhurst v Aaron’s Reefsld 1891 B 1,494 June 15 

Corrall v Pilkington 1891 C 3,602 June 20 

Kayler v Batson 1892 K 77 June 21 

In re Petroleum Wells of Germany, &c, & Co’s Acts Motion for removal 
of Name June 24 

In re Fish Bennettv Bennett 1891 F 76 July 4 

Saunders v Ross 1892 8 1,907 July7 

Monarch Investment Building Soc v Grundy 1891 M 3,668 July 20 7 

Baring v Overton 1892 B 1,028 (End of List, by Order) ‘ 

’ Herscue11, O. ‘ 
Orver or Court. 


[The following is the order as to the trausfer of actions, a list of which ’ 


Saturday, the 3lst day of December, 1892. 
Whereas, from the present state of the business before the Chancery 
Division and the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of Justice - 
respectively, it is oe that a portion of the causes commenced in the i 
oul Chaneace Di , but not being causes commenced for any of the : 
urposes set forth in the 3rd sub-section of the 34th section of the Supreme 
Pourt of Judicature Act, 1873, and thereby specially as:igned to the said 
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division, should be tranferred to the said Queen’s Bench Division. Now 
I, the Right Honourable Farrer, Baron Herschell, Lord High Chancellor of 
Great Britain, with the consent of the Lord Chief Justice of England, as 
president of the last mentioned division, do hereby order that the several 
causes set forth in the schedules hereto, be transferred from the Chancery 
Division to the Queen’s Bench Division of the High Court of Justice, and 
be marked in the cause books accordingly. And order is to be drawn 
up by the registrar and set up in the several offices of the Chancery Division 
of the High Court of Justice. 


FIRST SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Curry. 
1892. 


Wimbledon & Putney Commons Qonservators v Drax 1892 W 997 
Aug 5 

Worth v Bradley 1892 W 858 Aug 13 

Broad v Barking Local Board 1892 B 5,018 Nov 29 

De Almeda v Redfern 1892 D 1,229 Dec 10 

Riley v Golder 1892 R 2,039 Dec 10 

De Veysey v Giffard Inventions Trust ld 1892 D 1,073 Dec 17 

Kiveton Park Coal Co v Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Ry Co 
1891 K 1,089 Dec 19 


SECOND SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Nortu. 


1891. 
Kell v Armitage 1891 K 98 May 29 
Batt & Co v Hogerziel 1891 B 1,409 June 19 
1892. 
Westley, Richards & Cold v Perkes 1892 W 615 
Doe v Banks 1892 D 663 June 14 
Hill vy Adams 1892 H 228 July7 
Haigh v West 1891 H 3,013 July 12 
London Labourers’ Dwellings Soc 1d v Evans 
Reddaway v Fleming 1892 R 208 Augl 
Lyon v Goddard 1891 L 2,983 Aug 12 
Talbot v Rio Tinto Cold 1892 T 605 Oct14 
Ridgway v Gibsone 1892 R 545 Nov Il 
Blake v Marriage 1892 B 4,597 Dec 14 


THIRD SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Strautne. 
1892. 
Partington Advertising Cov Lynch 1892 P 670 June 16 
Crawshay v Merthyr Tydfil Local Board 1889 C 4,019 June 22 
American Concentrated Must Cov Hendry 1892 A 759 July 13 
Kendell v Burney 1892 K 400 July 19 
Peckover v J Rowland & Co 1892 P 297 July 19 
Baker v Markwitk 1891 B 4,689 July 21 
Barber vy Manico 1892 B 2,432 Aug:17 
Scottish Provident Institution v Boddam 1892 S 3,295 Dec3 
Verdin v Winnington Salt Oold 1892 V 277 Decl4 
Quinine Bitters, &« Cold v Davies 1892 Q 1,274 Dec 14 


FOURTH SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Kexewicn. 
1892. 
Willey v Broadbent & Co,ld 1891 W 1,897 Feb5 
— —— 1891 P 1,302 Power v Power 
e 
Scatliff v Forrest 1891 S 2,926 March 9 
Morse vy Baker & Sons 1891 M 2,661 March 25 
Cook v Mayor, &c, of Sheffield 1892 © 1,843 July 13 
Schott Bros, ld v Ripley & Co 1891 S 2,437 July 23 
Schott Bros, ld v Potter 1891 S 3,035 July 23 
Beck vy Churcher 1892 B 1,031 July 23 
Seal v Scott 1892 S 1,867 Aug9 
Barnard v Wastie 1892 B 1,061 Augil 
Drury v Hale 1892 D 1,146 Sept 30 
Schott Bros, ld v H Thornton & Sons 1892 S 64 Nov8 
Cheetham v Nuthall Thornley v Cheetham 1891 C 1,144 Novl4 
The Opera Syndicate, ld v Rissone 1892 O 1,504 Nov 
McClure v New Asbestos Co, 1d 1891 M 3,870 Dec6 
Jackson v Young & Co Brewery, 1d 1892 J 1,697 Dec9 
Cook v i 1892 C 3,542 Dec9 
Hurley v Blaver 1892 H 4,356 Dec 13 
Attorney-Genl v A & F Pears,1d 1892 A 1,495 Dec 16 
Gedye & Sons v Pelling, Stanley, & Co 1892 G 87 Dec 20 


FIFTH SCHEDULE. 
From Mr. Justice Romer. 

1891. 
Gadd & Mason v Haslingden, &c, Gas Co 1890 G 2,020 June 5 
Withers vy Carwardine & Co 1891 W 1,398 Oct 30 

1892. 
Vincent v Ferguson 1891 V 199 Feb 6 
Thomas y Thomas 1891 T 1,843 Feb6 
Wheelwright v Mayor, &c, of Wakefield 1891 W 3,747 March 24 


June 3 


1892 L 1,336 July 29 


1889 P 1,427 


Mackie v Solvo Laundry, &c, Co,ld 1891 M 3,641 March 29 








Royal College of Physicians v General Medical Council 1891 P 3,091 
April 11 
Baird v Mayor, &c, of Tunbridge Wells 1891 B 2,008 May 2 


Kemp v School of 1891 K 765 May 6 
Sood et Lote Horta & booth. Western Dumdian ts 1889 A 
1,292 May 20 


y. 

Seaborne Coal Co, ld v Edey 1891 8 3,554 May 20 

Lord Petre v Pile 1891 P 2,852 June 2 

Burroughes & Watts, 1d v Edwards 1892 B 1,553 June 8 

Watson v Went 1892 W 542 June9 

Simons v Baker 1891 8S 3,414 June 9 

Bromley Local Board v Lloyd 1892 B 1,100 June 22 

Nantyglo, &c, Co v Cory Bros & Co, 1d 1891 N 1,296 July7 
Henscuaut, C. 
Corzripes, L.C.J. 





PATENTS, &c., FEES. 
(Continued from p. 147.) 
Desiens Fess. 

1. On applicatiun to register one 
design to be aj to single 
articles in each class excep’ 
aig —s na nile ae 

2. On application to r one 
design to be a to single 
articles in classes 18 and14 ... 0 1 0 = 

3. On application to register one 


010 O Impressed Stamp 


design to be applied to a set of 
articles for ual class of regis- 
tration ... ae oak oo. woe os 
4. On notice of appeal to Board of 
Trade against refusal of Comp- 
troller to register $e se 3 ey ® a 
5. Copy of certificate of registration, 
each copy ... os yee ee ot el, in 
6. On request for Certificate of 
Comptroller for 1 proceed- 
ings or other purpose... 0 5 0 - 
7. On request to enter name of | sameasregis- 
subsequent proprietor tration fee. Pr 
8. On notice to Comptroller of in- 
tended exhibition of an unregis- 
tered design oe one ii eS i 
9. Inspection of in any case 
in which inspect he gene 
by the Patents, , and 
Trade Marks Acts, 1883 to 
1888, and the Designs Rules 
thereunder, for each quarter 
of anhour _... aie -- © 1.0 Cash 
10. Copy of one such ... ( cost accord- 
ing to;,, 
agreement 
11. On request to correct clerical 
poe eases eee:«S SOO Impressed Stamp 
12. On nest for search under 
section 53 ... ome es es oe i, on 
13. On request to enter new address 0 5 0 ba 
14. For office copy, every 100 words 0 0 4 Cash 
(but never 
less than 
Is.) 
15. For certifying office copies, MSS. 
or printed oa ose eee ee 
Norg.—The Term “‘ set ’’ to include any number of articles ordinarily 
on sale together tive of the varieties of size and arrangement in 
which tbe particular may be shown on each separate article. 
Trape Mark Fess. 
1. On application to register a trade 
ae for one or more articles 
included in one class ... va ee ‘ 
2. For registration of a trade mark 
for one or more articles included 
in one class eda ‘ne See ss 
3. For a series of trade 
marks, for every additional 
re after the first in 
each class... pee ses Re see 5 
4. On a from Comptroller to 
Board of Trade—by — 100 ” 
5. On notice of opposition for each 
application opposed — by op- i hice 
ponent ... . eos soe ” 
6. On hearing by Comptroller—by 
applicant and by opponent 
respectively inp - eek. Oe 6 
7. On application to register a sub- 
uent proprietor in cases of 
asdignment or transmission, the 
first mark... ove at jet ae Be ” 
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8. For every additional mark 
assigned or transmitted at the 


same time... ..» © 2 O Impreseed Stamp 
9. = continuance of mark at 
jiration of 14 years ... i 0.0 bi 


10. Ad tional fee where fee is paid 

within three months after ex- 

piration of 14 years __... 010 0 ” 
11. Additional fee for restoration of 

trade mark where removed for 


non-payment of fee... 100 ‘3 
12. For altering address on the regis- 
ter, for every mark... 05 0 ‘sy 


13. For every entry in the register of 
a rectification thereof or an 
alteration therein, not other- 


wise c 
14. For cancelling the “entry or part 
of the entry of a trade mark 
upon the register, on the appli- 
cation of the owner of such 
trade mark 05 0 
15. On request to Comptroller to 
correct a clerical error, or 
it amendment of — 


tion under Section 91 ... 05 0 
16. For certificate of refusal to regis- 
teratrademarkunderSection77 1 0 0 


17. For certificate of refusal at the 
same time for more than one 
trade mark, for each additional 


trade mark after the first . 010 0 
18. For certificate of registration to 
be used in legal proceedings ... 1 0 0 ‘a 


19. For certificate of registration to 
be used for the purpose of ob- 
taining — in foreign 


countries .. 05 0 
20. For certificate of Comptroller 
under’ section 96, other than 


certificate of registration to be 

used in legal proceedings, or 

for the purpose of obtaining 

registration in a —- 

country ... 05 0 ‘ 
21. For copy of notification of regis- 

tration ... 0 2 0 ” 
22. Settling a special case by Compt 

roller... 20 0 - 
23. For inspecting register, for every 

quarter of an hour ... 0 1 0 Cash 
24. For making a search amongst the 

classified representations of 

trade-marks, for every quarter 

of an hour 010 - 
25. For office copy of ‘documents, for 

every 100 words (but never less 


than one shilling) ‘i 004 
26. For certifying office copies, MS. 
or printed 010 os 


27. In cases where the wood-block 
or electrotype of the trade-mark 
exceeds 2 inches in breadth or 
th, or in breadth and depth 
—For every inch or part of an 
inch over 2 inches in breadth... 0 2 0 . 
For every inch or part of an inch 
over 2 inches in depth... a @ 9-9 me 
28. Manchester Trade-Marks Office...Sameasabuve Same as above 
29. Sheffield Marks _... .Sameasabove Same as above 
30. On appeal from Cutlers’ Company, 
Sheffield, to Comptroller ... 1 0 0 Impressed Stamp 


LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


The Hon. Gzonce Hicrxnornam, Chief Justice of Victoria, died at 
Melbourne on the 31st of December of heart disease. He was the sixth 
son of Mr. Henry T. Higinbotham of Dublin, and was born there in 1827. 
He was educated at Trinity College, Dublin, and took his M.A. degree in 
1853. He became a student at Lincoln’s-inn on the 20th of April, 1848, 
and was called to the bar on the 6th of June, 1853. He became a member 
of the Melbourne Legislature in 1861. He was Attorney-General and 
Vice-President of the Board of Land and Works, and helped in dividing 
public lands into small holdings. In 1880 he was appointed puisne judge, 
and in 1886 Chief Justice. ' 


The death is announced of Mr. Henry Cuartes Greenwoop, etipendiary 
magistrate for the Potteries, Staffordshire, who was found dead in the 


lavatory of Fenton Town Hall. Mr. Greenwood was called to the bar in - 
| be private tutor to Lords Ros scbery and Lansdowne, then to the bar, 


1851, and was appointed stipendiary in 1874. 





APPOINTMENTS. 


The Hon. Jonn Tanxervitte Goupyey, Chief Justice of Trinidad, has 
received the honour of Knighthood. He is the youngest son of Sir Gabriel 
Goldney, of Beachfield House, Wilts, Bart., who formerly practised as a 
solicitor at Chippenham. He was born on the 15th of June, 1846. He 
was educated at Harrow and Trinity College, Cambridge, where he 
graduated B.A. in 1868 and LL.B. in 1869. He became a student at the 
Inner Temple on the 22nd of October, 1864, and was called to the bar on 
the 30th of April, 1869. He was Attorney-General and Admiralty 
Advocate of Leeward Islands, 1480-81, and in 1883 he was appointed puisne 
judge of British Guiana and subsequently Chief Justice of Trinidad. He 
married, on the 9th of February, 1875, Jane Macgregor, youngest 
daughter of the late Mr. John Laird, M.P. 


Mr. Ricwarp Ovuserey Biaxe Lang, Q.C., has, on the recommendation of 
the Home Secretary, been appointed one of the police magistrates for 
Marylebone. He is the son of the Rev. Jeremiah Lane, Rector of Killa- 
shee, co. Kildare, and was born in 1842. He is a Bachelor of Arts of 
Trinity College, Dublin, where he obtained many scholarships. He becaiae 
a student at the Inner Temple on the 16th of January, 1867, and was 
called to the bar on the 17th of November, 1870. He was a member of 
the South- Eastern Circuit. 

Mr. James Beat, solicitor, Exeter, has been appointed Olerk to the 
Justices of the Wonford Division (Devon) in succession to the late Mr. J. 
Walter Friend, deceased. Mr. Beal was admitted in May, 1886, and is a 
commissioner for oaths, and a perpetual commissioner for the county of 
Devon. 

Mr. H. L. Cripps, solicitor, of 24, Parliament-street, S.W., has been 
elected President of the Society of Parliamentary Agents, in succession to 
Sir Theodore Martin, who has filled the office for the last four years. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoOLUTIONS. 
Haxotp Aveustus Farman and Arruur Jutien Dumas, solicitors (Far- 
man & Dumas), 1 and 2, Bucklersbury, London. Nov. 28. 
[ Gazette, Dec. 30. 
Epwarp Pinper Davis and Hersert Joun Marcus, solicitors (Davis & 
Marcus), Broad-street-avenue, New Broad-street, London. Dec. 31. 


Joun Limprey Hiees and Cuartes Witu1AM Moorg, solicitors (Limbrey 
Higgs & Moore), 43, Finsbury-square, London. July 21. 

Raveurrre Wiiu1am Smirn and Martin Incite Smiru, solicitors (Rad- 
cliffe & M. Smith), Liverpool. Dec. 31. In future the business will be 
carried on by the said Radcliffe William Smith. [ Gazette, Jan. 3. 

Witu1aMm Henry Farrrax Brooks and Franxirw Gzeorce Lerroy, solici- 
tors (Brooks & Lefroy), 8, Old Jewry, London. Dec. 31. Mr. William 
Henry Fairfax Brooks will continue the practice of a solicitor at 8, Old 
Jewry aforesaid. 





Mr. Henry Ecan Hut, the eldest son of Mr. J. P. Hill, has been ad- 
mitted a member of the firm of Messrs. Williamson, Hill, & Co., solicitors, 
of 13, Sherborne-lane, King William-street, London, E.C. 


The firm of Clapham & Fitch, solicitors, formerly for many years of 
181, Bishopsgate Without, and latterly of 15, Devonshire-square, Bishops- 
gate, both in the City of London, has, owing to the death of the senior 

artner, been reconstituted, and now consists of Mr. Frepgrxick Grorce 

trcH (Mr. Clapham’s surviving partner), Mr. Epwarp Harvey Coox, and 
Mr. Craup Fraser. The practice will be carried on under the style of 
Clapham, Fitch, & Co. 

Mesers. Linpsay, GreenrreLp, & Masons, solicitors, have removed from 
84, Basinghall-street, London, E.C., where the firm have practised for 
nearly fifty years, to No. 6, Old Jewry, E.C. 





GENERAL. 


It is stated that his Honour Judge Stephen, judge of the Lincolnshire 
County Courts, has had to adjourn the holding of courts this week in con- 
sequence of illness. 


The death is announced on the 3rd of January of Mr. William Thomas 
Rothwell, clerk for the last forty years to the firm of C. O. Humphreys, 
Son, & Kershaw, solicitors, and their predecessors. 


The St. James's Gazette gives, among other wills of members of the 
legal profession reported during the year 1892, the following :—Edward 
Kent Karslake, Q.C. (69) (£207,960), John Thomas Crossley, QC. (52) 
(£85,507), Thomas Winter Gibson, barrister (£128,910), James Mortimer 
Davis, barrister (£93,000), George B. Gregory ex-M. P., solicitor (79) 
(£186,307), John Palmer Meocker solicitor (82) t395, 165), Alfred Grundy, 
Manchester, solicitor (78) (£121, 962), Frederick Willmott, solicitor (67) 
(£117,766), Theodore Waterhouse, solicitor (53) (£96,824), Somers Clarke, 
Brighton, solicitor (90) (£91,148), Preston Karslake, solicitor (£180,288). 

A correspondent of the St. James’s Gazette writes :—All the stories told 
about Mr. Montagu Williams have been greatly to his credit; none, how- 
ever, so far, can be said to rank as good stories. Here is one which, 
though not actually about him, appertains to him. He was known to his 
familiars as “Bob” Williams at the bar, till that wasted genius and 
scholar Mr. Robert Williams, who drifted from a fellowship at Oxford to 
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thence to Sh nang if ——— , and finally to almost a pauper’s grave, 


came on the scene, to 


Old Bailey or Sessions, I fo 
‘‘Guilty or not guilty?”’ sai 


The answer was, ‘‘ Mr. Williams!’’ 


e great confusion of the bench and bar 
‘‘Bob”’ Williamses told the story, so I suppose 


which, that a prisoner, on being asked 


The two 
I may. It was at the 

op? 
immediately 


ler, *‘Ou’s a 
The man in the d 


answered, ‘‘ Guilty, me lord.’”? Then up rose plump little Mr. Robert 
Williame, whose eloquence was checked by his reheating the es 


wrangle :—‘‘ Oi thort yer ved Williams was agin me?’ 
“No: ; 


‘‘Garn away—that ain’t Monti.’ 


**So he is. 
it’s Mr. Robert Williams.” 


‘‘Then I don’t plead guilty. The little fat blok’ ’ll ’ave to earn ’is 


quids—not guilty, me lord !’’ 


And as Mr. Robert Williams said himself, 


his ‘‘ quids’’ took a lot of earning, for the prisoner was just as eloquent 














as himself, and knew far more about the case and the witnesses than he 
did. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora or Reoistrars 1n ATTENDANCE ON 
Date AppeaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
; No. 2. Curry. ORTH. 
Monday, Jan. ......-...0. 9 Mr. Beal Mr. Godfrey Mr. Jackson 
Tuesday.......... Pugh Leach Clowes 
Wednesday . Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Thursday . Pugh Leach Clowes 
Friday .... Beal Godfrey Jackson 
Saturday . Pugh Leach Clowes 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
StTigiixe. Kexewicn. Romen. 
Monday, Jan. . Pace: a i m Mr. Rolt Mr. Ward 
Tuesday....... Lavie Farmer Pemberten 
Wednesday Carrington Rolt ard 
Thursday Lavie Farmer Pemberton 
Friday Carrington Rolt Ward 
Saturday Lavie Farmer Pemberton 
HILARY SITTINGS, 1893. 
“ATT . . App motns ex 1 
COURT OF APPEAL. Monday ...20 mots — apps a a 
Apreat Court, I. “« | made on interlocutory mots 
& new trial pa if required 
Final and interlocutory appeals from the | Tuesday 
Queen’s Bench Division, the Probate, eae New trial paper 
Divorce, and Admiralty Division (Ad- Thursday .. 3 


miralty), and the Queen’s Bench Division 


Sitting in Bankruptcy. 


App motns ex Pe e~ - 
{ mots and apps from 0 


Wed., Jan 11) made on interlocutory mots 
and new trial paper 
Thursday ...12...New trial paper 
Friday ...... 13 | | Bkey apps and new trial 
Saturday ...14.. ‘Roe t trial paper 
(‘App motns ex pte— orgl 
} mots — apps from o 
Monday ....16 ( made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final appeals if 
required 
TB se coe ceoes 17 ) 
Wed. .........18; Q B final apps 
Thursday ...19 ) 
Friday ..... 20 } — apps and Q B final 
Saturday ...21...Q B final apps 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
92 ) mots—apps from ords e 
Monday ....23 on interlocutory mots and 
new trial paper if required 
teeseg - + 2h) 
ee 25 > New trial paper 
Tharediay a.) j 
Friday ...... ar { on apps and new trial 
Saturday ...28...New trial paper 
App per ton ex pte -o 
(mots —apps from o 
Monday......30 ( made on interlocutory mots 


and Q B final appeals if 
required 
Tuesday .,,.31 ) 


Wed., Feb. 1} QB final apps 
Thursday ... 2 
Pella «9 a OE OO 
Saturday ... 4 @B final apps 

eid motns ex pte—o A 
Monday g ) mots —apps from o 


orient made on interlocutory ome 
. & new trial pa if required 


8 New trial paper 
Thursday | “9 sic 


Friday a0 { Bikey apps and new trial 


Saturday ...11...New trial paper 
App motns ex pte—orgl 
mots — apps from o 


Monday ....13 ( made on interlocutory mots 
and Q B final appeals if 
required 

Tuesday...... 14 ) 

Wed. .........15 ) @ B final apps 

Thurs........ 16) 

Friday ...... 17 on nf apps and Q B final 


Saturday ...18.. x 3 final apps 








Friday ..... 24} Ln apps and new trial 


Saturday ...25...New “trial paper 
ver ex eas 
from o 
Monday ....27 sane on tetertonsteny wate 
and Q B final apps if re- 
quired 
gy, Aa atest 
Wed., Mar 7 Q B final apps 
Thursday .. 


Friday ...... 9B apps and Q B final 


Saturday ... 4...Q B final apps 
ia motns ex ae 

Monda: — soe Sem 

ina ~ ©) made on interlocutory mots 
Sense & new trial pa if required 
‘uesday...... 
Wednesday ake 
Thursday ... 9 ould 


Friday ...... 10 Bkcy apps and new trial 





Saturday ...11...New trial pa) 
App motns ex = 
— apps from oi 

Monday...... 13 poe Athy Mlb al mots 

and Q B final apps if re- 
Tuesday ...14 
Wednesday 15} Q B final apps 
Thursday ...16 


Friday ...... * ay apps and Q B final 
final ap; 


pps 
“app motns ex pte—o 
{ mots — apps from o 
Monday...... 20 ’ made on interlocutory mots 
{and new trial paper if re- 
quired 
Tuesday ...21 
ae 2 New trial paper 
Thursday ...23 ; 
Friday ......24 hm and new trial 
Saturday ...25.. on wa eget ts 
PP ag ex 
mots — A gp 4 
Monday......27 ( made pe Md mots 


and Q B final appeals if 
. uired 
Wed. -”...”'39} 9 B final apps 
eB ye ty A) (i som 
en on days to appoin' 
by the court. 


Sprecrat Norice.—The Queen’s Bench final 
and New Trial Paper will be 
weeks as above 


in al 
but if the New Trial ys 
before the end of the is dispovd of 
Final will be 


Furtuer Srecta Notice.—On_Monda 
and Fridays Final 


Appeals or New 
Motions will be taken when there 
are not an " or Bank- | Monday .. 
ruptey A for a day’s Paper. Tuesday .....28 ose 
Aprzat Covar, II. = eae 
Final and interlocu’ from the | Wed. ......... 29 { on mots (sep 
Chancery, Divorce, and list) and Chan final 
Admiralty Di and Di- if required . 
voree), and the County Palatine and eB Peti eee 
ss me pgp res in Appeal Court II. on every Monday 
aa: ae spe at Eleven until further notice. 
Wed., Jan. 11; on locut mots (sep SreciaL Notice. — When the Interlocu- 
pe nae and Chan apps tory are not enough for Lx 
County I Palatine apps and on Interlocutory days. 
Thursday .. = st { eee eres 
Friday ...... 3) 
Satay. 16 "16 Chan final apps HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE. 
Tuesday .....17 CHANCERY DIVISION. 
App motns ex re-o Cuayceny Court, I. 
Wei ot pps from ord ords Mr. Justice CHITTY. 
OGhe seccceses ci 
; Chan Wed., Jan 11...Mots and non wit list 
pT at appt Thursday ...12...Non wit list 
Thursday ...19 phe ..Mots and non wit list 
Friday Y -"90 Pets, sht caus, procedure 
Saturday ...21 ) Chan final apps Saturday ...14 onm cape petns, 
Monday ....23 16. in mee, 
Tuesday ...24 j st, = Mon. pa Sitting in cham 
in AE me 4 Wednesday 18 | Non wit list 
Wed. ......26 on tnbedleoubory Thursday 
ae Co Taal epee | Eriday  ......20...Mots and non wit list 
ist and Chan Pets, sht caus, 
ursda ’ Saturday ...21) pets, procedure sums, and 
Friday 2 non wit 
awe = As Wed. ....... 95 | Non wit list 
Tuesday......31 Th “fe 
mts "appe fom ex pto—orgl | Priday ......27...Mots and non wit list 
Wed., Feb. 1) on im mots ( Outaite 28 ra, "apnoea and 
list) and Chan apps vy - > RE queeet pee, 
pM re ‘ Monday......30. " Bitting i in chambers 
Thursday te op ae T Shes. 
iday ...... } — eb. . Non wit list 
Saturday ... 4{ 
Monday oo Be saie = Seah ane ets 
ase A —," ex roma le Saturday ... 4 pets, peeentewe sums, and 
Wed. ......... 8/on ‘one Peary mot nd, 6...8itting in chambers 
a gag Wednesday’ 8 Causes with wits 
Thumday ..9) y 7 10. ‘Mots and non wit list 
Saturday ...11 >) Chan final a Pets, caus, procedure 
Monday” 13 ad Saturday 11 sami, ‘ pets, and 
oe motns ex ple Monday......13.. Sitting in chambers 
a = ‘rom ords E Tuesday ...14 ; 
Wednesday 15 / on in’ rar mots ( Wednesday is| Causes with wits 
ob and Chan final wp Friday ...... 17...Mots and non wit list 
wr mone = : | Pets, = ca Loge 
riday ...... Saturda’ cums, prove 
Seas” Hla final spps Monday......20 Biting in chambers 
Tuesday .....21 Tuesday ...21 
Ap _motns ok Pte —orgl Wednesday 22 Causes with wits 
WS scctcssas 22 (on inter aA neg = (sep Friday ...... 24.. _ = - 
list), and Chan final apps Saturday ...25 = pened 
Thursday ...23 if required non wit list 
Friday y Yeniey RY 2 Sitting in chambers 
ae «een eat ogee Wed., Wed. ai Non wit list 
Monday 27 
an motns, ex ) | Friday ...... = -Mots and non wit list 
eres Pets, sht caus, procedure 
Wed soe :| aerate Saturday ... 4} sums, pets, 
x : Chan non wit 
requred apps it Monday .... 6 - Sitting in chambers 
Thureday ... 2| County Palatine apps and | weg °” a| Non wit list 
; PPS Thursday . 
Qf — Samy 3 Friday .20,..Mots and non wit list 
Monda 4 g { Chan final apps sht caus, opposed 
Tuesday te 7 Saturday ...11 pots  sacentrane sums, and 
App motns ex pte 1 A 
( mots “a SS oe Monday ....13 Sitting in chambers 
TGS cioninas 8/on uesday...... 








ps tencut meh Hi Non wit list 
Thursday 
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heard. Two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk one clear 
day before the cause is to be put in the 


ew ‘ 

N.B.—In the weeks when non-witness 
actions ure taken, further considerations 
will be taken on Tuesdays. In the weeks 
when witness actions are taken, further 
considerations will not be taken on Tues- 
days, but may be taken on Saturdays. 

N.B.—The following Papers on Further 
Consideration are required for the use of 
the Judge, viz. :—Two Copies of Minutes 
of the proposed Judgment or Order, 1 
Copy Pleadings, and 1 Copy Chief Clerk’s 
Certificate, which must be left in Court 
with the Judge’s Clerk one clear day 
before the Further Consideration is ready 
te come into the paper. 


Cuancery Covrr, II. 

Mr. Justice NORTH. 
Wed., Jan. 11...Mots and adj sums 
Thursday ...12...General paper 
Friday ......13...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...14 . Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday......16...Sitting in chambers 


ae ) 
Wed. ........18 } General paper 
Thursday .. 19) = 
Friday ..... 20...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...21...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday...... 23...8itting in chambers 

24 


. ese. 25 $ General paper 
Friday ......27...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...28...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday ....30.. Sitting in chambers 
_ 
Wed., Feb. 1 | cunend paper 
Thursday ... 2) 
Friday ...... 3...Mots and adj sums 





Saturday ... 4...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday...... 6... Sitting in chambers 


Tuesday ... 7 ) 

Wed. ......... 8} General paper 
Thursday ... 9 

Friday ...... 10...Mots and adj sums 


Saturday ...it... Sht caus, pets, & adj sums 
Monday ......13...8itting in chambers 


Tuesday ...14 ) 
Wednesday 15 ' General paper 
Thursday “16 ) 

Friday ......17.. Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...18...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday ....20...S8itting in chambers 

21 

22 ' General paper 

23) 









...Mots and adj sums 
5... Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 





Monday......27...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ...2 ) 

Wed., - 1; General paper 
Thursday ... af 


Friday ...... 3...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ... 4...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday .... 6...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 7 ) 
2 8 ( General paper 
Thursday ... 9) 
Friday ...... 10...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...11...Sht caus, pets, and adj sum 
Monday......13...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ...14 
nn REE 15 ; General paper 
Thursday ...16 
Friday ...... 17...Mots and adj sums 
Saturday ...18...Sht caus, pets, & adj sums 
Monday ...... 20.. Sitting in chambers 

21 


Tuesday .....2 

Wess... i. za} General paper 
Thursday ...23 

Friday ...... 24...Mots and adj sums 


Saturday ...25...Shtcaus, pets, and adj sums 

Monday ....27...8itting in chambers 

Tuesday .....28...General paper 

Wednesday 29... Mots and adj sums 

Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard. Two copies of minutes of the 
proposed judgment or order must be left 
in court with the judge’s clerk the day 
before the cause is to be put in the paper. 


Lorp CuHanxcetior’s Court. 

Mr. Justice STIRLING. 
Wed., Jan. 11...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
Thursday ...12...General paper 
Friday ..... 13...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 

{ Sht caus, pets, adj sums 
Saturday ...14 t and gen pa 4 
Mon.......... 16...8itting in chambers 
17 





...18 § General paper | 

oe |) 

Friday ...... ary ¥- adj sums, and zen pa 
{ Sht caus, pets, adj suns, 

Saturday ...21 \ end gen pa 

23...Sitting in chambers 








25 + General paper 
26 


Saturday ...18 





Friday ......27 a, adj sums, ae gen pa 
. og) Sht caus, s, j sums, 
Saturday ...28 ) and gen - J 
Monday......30.. Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday ...31) 
Wed., Feb. 1 
Thursday ... 2 y 
Friday . 3...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
( Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 


General paper 


Saturday ) and gen pa 

Monday .... 6...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday 7 d 

Wed. 8 ¢ General paper 

Thursday 9) 

Friday ......10...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 


Saturday ...11 (Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 


(and gen pa 
Monday......13...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday 14 
Wed. 15 General paper 
Thursday ...16 
Friday ..17...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 


1 ~~ ,{Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 

Saturday ...18 i and gen Fagg 

Monday......20...8itting in chambers 

Tuesday ...21 

Wednesday 22 ¢ General paper 

Thurs. 93) 

Friday 24...Motns, adj smns, & gen pa 

( Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 

(and gen pa 

Monday ....27...8itting in chambers 

Tuesday .....28 ) 

Wed., Mar 1 

Thursday 2) 
3 
i 


Saturday ...25 


Gtneral paper 


Friday '..Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 


( Sht caus, pets, adj sums, 


Saturday (and gen pa 

Monday 6...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday ... 7) 

Wednesday 8 ; General paper 

Thursday 

Friday 10...Mots, adj sums, & gen pa 


ae ( Sht cas, pets, adj sums 
Saturday ...11) and gen pa 3 
Monday ....13...Sitting in chambers 
Tuesday .. ..14 


Wed. 15 ' General paper 
Thursday ...16 j 
Friday ......17...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 


( Sht caus, pets, & adj sums, 
(and gen pa 

Monday ....20...S8itting in chambers 
Tuesday .....21 

Wed. ..22 » General paper 


| Thursday ...23 


Friday 24...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 
. av ox) Sht caus, pets, adj sums 
Saturday ...25 and gen pa ’ 
Monday 27...8itting in chambers 
Tuesday .....28...General paper 

Wed. 29...Mots, adj sums, and gen pa 


Any cause intended to be heard as a short 
cause must be so marked in the cause 
book at least one clear day before the 
same can be put in the paper to be so 
heard, and the necessary papers, includ- 
ing minutes of the proposed judgment or 
order, must be left with the judge’s clerk 
one clear day before the cause is to be 
put into the paper. 


Cuancery Court, IV. 
Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. 
The following will be the Order of Business 
according to the days of the week :— 


Monday—Sitting in Chambers. 


Tuesday, Wednesday, and Thursday—Wit- 
ness Actions, Non-Witness Actions (in- 
cluding Further Considerationsand Points 
of Law), and Adjourned Summonses as 
from time to time arranged. 


Friday (except Friday, January 13)—Mo- 
tions and Non-Witness Actions or Ad- 
journed Summonses. 


Motions will also be heard on the first and 
last days of the Sittings—-Wednesday, 
January 11, and Wednesday, March 29 

Saturday—Short Causes, Petitions, and 
Non-Witness Actions or Adjourned Sum- 
monses. 


Actions with Witnesses will not (except 
by special order) be taken until the other 
business in the printed Cause List for the 
Sittings has been disposed of. 

Liverpool and Manchester Business will be 
taken as follows : 


Motions on days appointed for Motions. 


Short Causes, Petitions, and Adjourned 
Summonses on Saturdays. 


Summonses in Chambers on Friday After- 
noons, Liverpool and Manchester Sum- 
monses being taken on alternate Fridays, 
commencing with Liverpool Summonses 
on Friday, January 13. 


Cuancery Covert, ITT. 
Me. Justice ROMER, 

Actions transferred for Trial or Hearing 
only will be taken in the order in the 
Cause List on every day of the Sittings, 
from January 11 to March 29, both 
inclusive. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION. 
Masrers iy Cuampers ror Hiiary Srrries, 1893. 
A to F—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Kaye; Tuesdays, 
Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Johnson. 
G to N—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Walton; Tues- 
days, Thursdays, and Saturdays, Master Butler. 
| O to Z—Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, Master Wilberforce ; 
| Tuesdays, Thuredays, and Saturdays, Master Manley Smith. 


Hizary Sirrines, 1893. 


A to F—AIl applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Pollock are to be made returnable before him in his own room, 
No. 173, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 

G to N—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Macdonell are to be made returnable before him in his own 
room, No. 183, at 11.30 a.m. on Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays. 

O to Z—All applications by summons or otherwise in actions assigned 
to Master Archibald are to be made returnable before him in his own 
room, No. 109, at 11.30 a.m. on Mondays, Wednesdays, and Fridays. 

The parties are to meet in the ante-room of masters’ chambers, and the 
summonses will be inserted in the printed list for the day after the sum- 
monses to be heard before the master sitting in chambers, and will be 
called over by the attendant on the respective rooms for a first and second 
time at 11.30, and will be dealt with by the master in the’same manner as 
if they were returnable at chambers. ' By Order of the Masters. 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 
BIRTH. 
Srupp.—Jan. 2, at Oxton, near Exeter, the wife of Edward Fairfax Studd, barrister-at- 
law, of a son. 








WaknIn@ TO INTENDING Houss Puncuasers & Lessexs.—Before purchasing or renting 
a house have the Sanitary arrangements thoroughly examined by an expert from The 
Sanitary Engineering & Ventilation Co., 65, next the Meteorological Office, Victoria-st. 
Westminster (Estab. 1875\, who also undertake the Ventilation of Offices, &c.—[ Apvr.] 


WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, Dec. 30. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Lourep rx CHANCERY. 

Banx or Vera Cruz, Limtrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 23, directed to be 
heard before Vaughan Williams, J.,on Jan 11. Lewis & Lewis, Ely place, Holborn, 
solors for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 
o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 10 

Be.uire Co, Lomrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send their names 
and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John MacConnal, 22, 
Lord st, Liverpool 

Binwrneuam Crrizen, Linirep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 14, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Arthur Short, 214, 
Bristol rd, Birmingham. Davis, Birmingham, liquidator’s solor 

Gowars, Limirep itors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to M. Goodfellow, G. J. Gowar, 
ae b a W. Hastings, 12, New st hill, E.C. Wilkins, St. Swithin’s lane, solor for 
iquidators 

Sueriveuam Deve torment Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 19, directed 
to be heard on Jan 11 Nicholls, Lincoln’s inn fields, agent for Cook, Cromer, solor 
for petner Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than six o’clock in 
the afternoon of Jan 10 

Sueeincuam DeveLorment Co, Linrreo—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 27, directed 
to be heard on Jan 11 Young & Co, St Mildred’s court, Poultry, solors for petners 
Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than six o’clock in the 
afternoon of Jan 10 

Sours-Easrt Arrican Exrioratrion Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 17, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims, to 
a Gerald Ashton, 69, Lombard st Julius & Thomas, Finsbury circus, solors for 
iquidators 

Weisu Anturacire Corirentes, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 22, 
directed to be heard on Wednesday, Jan 11. Richard White, New inn, agent for 
Randell, Llanelly, sulor for petnrs Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed 
Richard White not later than six o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 10 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Me.tor WesLeyan Sunpay Scuoot Fripypiy Society, Wesleyan Sunday School, Mellor, 
Lancaster. Dec 23 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 3. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwtrep 1v CHANCERY. 


Bette Exerosive, Liwrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 31, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Edward Milne, 4, 
Chapel Walks, Manchester 

BigmincuamM Exursrrion Hatt, Winter Garpens, anp THE County Hore. Co, Linrrzep— 
Petn for winding uP, presented Dec 13, directed to be heard on Jan 11. Nicholson & 
Co, Coleman st Notice of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 
o’clock in the afterncon of Jan 10 s 

Bristo: anv West or Ena iano Co-orerative Lanp Buitpine ayp Investment Co, 
Luurep—Creditors are required, on or before Feb 7, to send their names and addresses, 
and particulars of their debts or claims, to Charles Henry Tucker, 7, 8t Stephen st, 
Bristol 

Mount Jerrerson Gotp Mixine Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 9, 
directed to be heard on Jan 11 Shirley Parker, Bisho te st Within, solor for petaers. 
Notice of appe.ring must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon of Jan 10 . 

Nationat Liruocrapmic ano Paintixa Co, Luurep—Petn for winding up, presented 
Dee 8, directed to be heard on Jan 11. Wells, Paternoster row, petner’s solor. Notice 
of appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 
Jan 10 





Nortruers Taaxsy \An Gov Mixine Co, Linrrev—Petn for winding up, presented Dee 10, 
directed to be heard om Jaa 11, Maule & Adie, St. Clement’s House, Cle:nent’s lane, 
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ohm for petners. Notice of appearing must reach the 
o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 10 


abovenamed not later than 6 | 


| 


Proygzers oF Masnonatanp Syypvicars, Linrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 28, 
directed to be heard before Vaughan Williams, J., on Wednesday, Jon 11. Linnett, 1 
3, Quality ct, Chancery lane, solor for petner. Notice of appearing must reach the above- 





named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 10 
Review Pos.isuine Co, Limrrep—Petn for bag up, presented Dec 12, Lage to be | 
heard on Jan 11. Linklater & Co, Bond ct, Walbrook, solors for creditors. 
_ ice 2 appearing must reach the abovenamed not later than 6 o’cloc in the afternoon 
of Jan 10 
County Pauative or LANCASTER. 
LiMiTED In CHANCERY. 
Scorr Brotuers & Co, Linrren—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 28, directed to be | 





Baows, Rosase, Shilbottle, Northumbrld, Innkeeper Feb 28 Forster & Paynter, Aln- 


wic 
| Byerr, Winu1am Timotity, Gloucester, Corn Merchant Feb11 Taynton & Co, Gloucester 
| Cooutan, Henry Taomas, Hyde pk grdns, Esq Feb 27 Witham & Co, Gray's inn sq 


| twox, Hewry, Wartling, Sussex, Wheelwright Jan 31 Coles & Sons, Hailsham 


| stinwesaan Wituiam een Gravesend, Captain of a Steam Tug Jan 19 Carr & 


| SHerueep, Se Ans, St 


A heard at the Assize Courts, Strangeways, Manchester, on Monday, Jan 16 Wrigley 
: & Co, Clegg st, Oldham, solors for petners Notice of appearing must reach the above- 
’ named not later than six o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 14 
1 ai sets es 
a CS 5 

CRreDITORS’ NOTICES. 
" UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 
CG London Gazette.--Fripay, Dec. 23. 
& Bankes, Meyeicx Buiarr, Winstanley Hall, Wigan, Gent. Jan 14. Abbot-Anderson v 
C Law Guarantee and Trust Assn, Ltd, Kekewich, J. Gribble, Bedford row 
i Bourver, Saran Evizasertn, Shenstone, near Lichfield. Jan 11. Hadden v Greatorex, 
g North, J. Brodie, Bedford row 


Go.psmiTH, Mary Any, Chariton, Kent. Jan 20. 
Venning & Goldsmith, Devonport 

Rosson, Frank, Newington causeway, Paper Stainer. 
Kekewich, J. Stevens & Co, Queen Victoria st 

Rose, Henry, Garswood, near Wigan, Farm Bailiff. Jan 23. Rose v Rose, Kekewich, J. 
Wall, Wigan 


Goldsmith v Wilkinson, Stirling, J 
Jan 14. 


Southall y Robson, | Prarr, Heyry Josern, New Bond at, Trunk Maker Jan 30 Stretton & Co, Cornhill 































UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazeite.—Fatpay, Dee. 30. 
| Aetna, Pause, Via di San Niccolo da Tolentino, Rome Feb28 AJ & J Dickson, Edin- 


uu 
+ patient Dgien Southport, Esq, J.P. Jan 31 Bartlett & Atkinson, Liverpool 


Grice, Susan, Lodge rd, St John’s Wood Feb2 Law & Worssam, Holborn viaduct 
Haut, Jane, Upper Beau st, Liverpool Feb9 Sefton, Liverpool 
Hessieruwarre, Apranam Raoves, Leeds, Gent March1 Rider, Leeds 


Kennepy, Emrty Evizanera Mackenzie, Sandgate, Kent Feb 10 Birchams & Co, Par- 
liament st, Westminster 


Mite, Naraanaet, Lillington, Leamington Spa, Clerk in Holy Orders March 25 
ithington & Co, Manchester 


Martin, Gt Tower st 
Szncx, Tuomas Jony, Carlisle villas, Bow rd, Gent Feb 14 Digby & Liddle, Circus pl, 
Finsbury circus 
on Th , co Warwick Jan 28 Ellis, Birmingham 
Sipesorrom, WiLL1am, Mew Mills, co Derby, retired Chemist Feb 3 Needham & Oo, 


nchester 
Sreece, Ricnarp Samus, A E & W H Cowl, Gt Yarmouth 


| Parrixson, Writiau, Shalesmoor, Sheffield, Licensed Victualler 
Sheftield 


"ve 





Jan 31 Binney, 


TiLsoy, Lagy, South rd house, Clapham pk Feb 11 Clarke & Co, Gresham house, Old 
Broad 
Wapr, Soamaee James, Norwich, Commercial Traveller Feb 3 Culley, Norwich 





BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. ruptey bldgs, Oare 


London Gazette.—Fripay, Dec. 30. ie yo hm Waalen VINCENT, er Fish Teer ae Vinee es 
7 | Merchant Jan7atil Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Great 0 35, Vii 

RECEIVING ORDERS. Grimsby Townsend, Frank, Clifton, Bristol beg Jan 11 at 12 

5 Asuworth, Jony Rosert, Heywood, Lanes, Chemist’s | Franxuanp, Joe, Great Horton, Bradford, Painter Jan 9 or Bank chmbrs, Corn st, tol 
; Assistant ‘— under Lyne and Stalybridge Pet | at il Off Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford Tvawevt, Wittiam Lawrence, Bristol, Butter Merchant 
Dee 21 Ord Dee 2 | Foau, Henry, and Epwriy Fvas, St George’s, Glos, Builders Jan 11 at 12.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, 

Dakine, Hs _~ ar Wit F aD, Basestons, Suffolk, Farmer | ‘ Jan llat3 Off Rec, Bank chaates, rn st, Bristol Bristol 

Ipswich Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 | Garnnam, Davip Brown, Bascom ants, Accountant wansea, Grocer Jan6at12 Off Rec, 31 
Davies,. Tuomas, and Davip Davies, Nelson, Glam, Jan6 at 1.30 Off Rec, ” Salisbury vam andra ry Sas ’ 
Grocers Pontypridd Pet Dec 28 Ord Dec 28 | Goprrey, Witiiam, St George’ 8, Glos, Builder Jan 11 at1 | Wuire, G M, Bethnal green rd, Woollen Merchant Jan 9 


Dawson, Joun, Haverigg, Millom, Cumbrid, Joiner White- | of 


haven Pet Dec 28 Ord Dec 28 Haptey, Joux Anraur WELUESLE y, Meeting House lane, xxInG, Seven Sisters rd, Stamford 
Evans, Epwarp Tuomas, Meole Brace, Salop, Farmer Peckham, Baker Jan 6 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Wisi Builder Jan 6 at 1U t Beakraptey bldgs, Carey st 
Shrewsbury Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 28 Carey st Witsos, ALBERT, Cosham Draper Jan 10 at 3.30 
Franxkianp, Joe, Gt Horton, Painter Bradford Pet Dec | Harnisox, Joun, Newcastle st, Strand, Publican Jan 10 at Of Ree, Cambri eat “itigh st, Portsmouth 
22 Ord Dec 22 |, 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, og f Wiisox, Davin, York, Tailor Jan6at1 Off Reo, York 
Gerrarp, Tuomas, Tarporley, Cheshire, Conch Builder | Horney, Rospert Freperic, Whixley, Yorks, Innkeeper s f 
Nantwich and Crewe Pet Dec28 rd Dec 2 Jan 10 at 12.30 Off Rec, York Woopwanp, Soest, a8 Dasee Henay Avyrep Bayes, 
Greesuaten, Kay, Alkrington, Lancs, Sameer ” Oldham Jones, Jonx, Lampeter, Coplignashion, Draper Jan 10 at late t st, Auctioneers Jan 10 at 12 Bankruptcy 
Pet Dec 28 Ord Dec 28 } 11 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st bldgs, Carey st : 
Gnirrvitas, Witt1AM, Bronwen, Croisor, parish of Lilan- | Kixynett, Wavrer, Great Tower st, Fibre Merchant Jan WricoieswortH, Freperick Sreruex, Kidderminster, 
; frothen, Merioneth, Quarryman Portmadoc and Blae- 6at1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st Grocer Jan6at2.15 A 5S Thursfield, Solicitor, Kid- 
nau Festiniog. Pet Dec 23 Ord Dee 23 | Kony, Wittiam Joun Frepertck, we a late di 
SS Seen, Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich Pet | Fe mae Fa aan Jan 9 at 3 Off Rec, 35, ADJUDICATIONS. 
Dee 22 Ord Dec 22 ictoria st, Liverpoo Grinstea ussex, Farmer 
Horypy, Rosert Freperic, Whixley, Yorks, Innkeeper Lappe, Jou, Crediton, Devon, Haulier Jan 9 at 11 Anam, oceans 2 jon, ve ** 4 
York Pet Dec 24 Ord Dec 24 Of Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter Baraex, Gustav Taovor Ruersop, § Restewvant 
. Imxson, Tuomas, Carlisle, Boot Dealer Carlisle Pet Dec | Lang, Au — Melbury Osmond, Dorset, Miller Jan 6 at Manager HighOourt Pet Nov15 Ord 
21 Ord Dee 28 | 13.30 Off Ree, Salisbury C Ww Sioned Sea, Basex, a 
; Lxask, A and G, Minories, Publishers High Court Pet | Lennox, ado Roverr, "Lagste st, Regent st,Gent Jan MC oleh Tine Deo 17 “Ord Deo 22 
Dec 10 Ord Dec 28 | 10 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st chester 
Leurner, ALBert, Creed lane, Patentee High Court Pet | Marrix, Water Sanpext Elsham rd, Kensi mn, | Davirs, Tuomas, ~ # Daviv Davies, wy Glam, 
Oct 27 Ord Dec 24 | Company Promoter Jan 10 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Grocers Pon dd Pet Dec2t Ord Dec 
Lixvortu, Ricuarp, Marston green, Warwickshire, | Carey st Dawsox, Jou, verigg, Millom, Cambrid, Joiner 
Licensed Victualler Birmingham Pet Dec 22 Ord | Maxwext, Rosert, late Old Broad st, Insurance Agent Whitehaven Pet Dec 28 Ord 2s 
Dee 22 Jan 11 at 12 Bankrupte: 
Nickxets, Greorcz Wituiam, Southend on Sea, Essex, | Mines, Epwarp, late of 
Draper Chelmsford Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 


| Moopy, Witrrep, Leeds, 
Ree, 22, Park row, Leeds 


Peters, JOsern WALKER, 


Chessington rd, Ewell, late 
Artist in Stained Glass rd 


High Court Pet Dec 28 O 


| Exuiorr & Co, Se st, Merchants Jan 10 at 2.30 Bank- 
y st 


Rec, Bank chmbrs, ( Jorn st, Bristol 


ae 
Jan 11 at 2.45 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, Corn st, Bristol 
ls, Mill Dealer Jan 9 at 11 Off 





































Tuomas Davis, Gowerton, > yo. S Grocer Jan 6 at 2 Off 
gt | Milliner Jan 10 at 3 





atll Bankrupte Tidgs, Carey st 


, Carey st 


Fairey, Wituiam Henry, Grundy “ , Furniture 
” Somerset, Blacksmith Deal Court Pet Dec 20 


er 23 
Frayxkianp, Joe, Gt Horton, Bradford, Painter Bradford 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 22 


Fry nr wl Witu1am, Fenchurch avenue, formerly Paint 
h Court Pet Dec 6 Ord 








Dec 28 NEALE, Abert, Steyning, Sussex, 7 Jan 10 at 12 nufacturer 
Pircner, Witt1AM Henry, Poole, Baker Poole Pet Dec | Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighto Dec 23 die ani 
28 Dec 28 | Nicuouts, Atrrep, High Wycombe, ‘Bucks, Boot Dealer | Gerrarp, Taomas, Sena, CO _ 
Pirmanx, Witu1am Gzorcre, Kingsomborne, co Southamp- | Jan 7 at 11.30 1, St Aldate's, Oxford Nantwich and Crewe 28 Deo 28 B 
ton, — Southampton Pet Dec28 Ord Dec28 | Nosus, blow rae Bisa, _ , Upholsterer Jan 9 at —e, a Es ype 
Sciama, Brorners, Manchester, Merchants Manchester 12 ptey b ‘arey st. y : 
Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec 20 | Norman, Tuomas, Oadby, Leics, Coal Dealer Jan 12 at | Gnirriras, Witiiam, Bronwen, Croisor, Lianfrothen, —- 
Scorr, Epwin Joun, Ford Sladesbridge, Egloshayle, Corn- | 12.30 Off Rec, 34, Friar lane, Laicester Merioneth, Quarryman Portmadoc and Blaenau : 
wall, Smith Truro Pet Dec 28 Ord 28 | Paumer, CHaR.es, ‘Millbank st, Westminster Licensed Festi Pet Dec 23 Ord Dec 23 : 
Simpson, CHARLES, Euston rd, Dairyman High Court Pet | Victualler Jan 6 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st | Heavens, Writ1am Epwanp, Hindon st, Victoria station, 
Nov5 Ord Dee 2 | Prrmay, Witt1am Grorar, mborne, Southampton, Brass Founder Court Pet Nov 23 Ord Deo 23 
Wricut, Josian inte K, Stroud rd, Provision | Carrier Jan11 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southamp- | Houzaxp, Francis, London rd, nr Macclesfield, 
Dealer High Court Pet Dec28 Ord Dec 28 | ton on gy Fanon Witces Yorks Ord Dec 23 : 
The following amended notices are substituted for those ote wg * ane ae eae: See "York Pet et Dec Ord Deo 24 
4 . ’ 
published in the London Gazette, Dec. 20 :— | Putin, AL¥rep Josera, Shaldon, Devon Inaheeger Jan | Jones, , By A hy Draper Carmar- 
Suir, Joun, Mansfield, Notts, Boot “Manufacturer Not- | 9atil Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter then Pet Nov rd Dec 22 
tingham Pet Dec 16 Ord Dee 1 | ReyNoups, Joux Borerr LAKELAND, Pokesdown, Christ- | Lave, Aurrep, Melbury Osmond, Dorset, Miller Yeovil 
Tuomrson, GwenpoLixe, Liverpool, * Milliner Liverpool church, Hants, Ironmonger Jan 6 at 1 Off Ree, Pet Dec 20 Ord Dee 23 “ 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 | Salisbury Mace, cones Tesrenes, Babe . Ord a Out- 
RimuneTon, of Pickworth, Lincs, formerly Farmer fitter andsworth ov 
a a | “Jan 6ut 11. Of Rec, St Peter’s Church walk, Notting- | Mru1s, the Hon Kexeux J, Hotel V: North 
Baxer, A R A, Hamilton ter, St John’s Wood Jan 6at 11 ham land avenue, Gent High Court Pet Nov 8 Ord 


Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey | 

Barcex, Gustav Tuopor Ruezrwso np, Strand, Restaurant 
Manager Jan 6 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, G ‘arey st | ant, Tunbridge Wells — 

Bassett, James, Brighton, Illusionist Jan 11 at 12 Off | Scrama Broturns, M 


st 


Rye, Gzorncz Tuomas, Bailey’s Hill, nr Sevenoaks, Kent, 
Farmer Jan 9 at 2.30 Spencer & Hother, Mt Pleas- 















Dec 23 a 
Mirene.t, Caanves, Faeperice Mircnec., and Hezexiau oe 
| no = Worsted Coating Manu- 





Ree, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 
Bowzs, Grorcr, Great Barugh, Yorks, Tailor Jan 6 at 11 | 
Off Rec, 74, Newboro st, Scarborough | 
Buearp, ALregp, Old Broad st, Insurance Agent Jan 11 
at 12 Bankrupte bien | Carey st 
Burrow 8, STEPHEN, Lone Bennington, Lines, Labourer 
pet iat 12 Off Ree, Be Peter’s Church walk, 


Bury, Henry, Victoria st, Westminster Jan 6 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st | 
\ 


er Jan 6 at2 


Grimsby 





en’s chmbrs, Bridge st, 


yo ee eee P. eli Pe ihr Tunbridge Well Wells, Dairyman 
hester ARSONS, JOHN, 
| score Wictram, El Holborn circus, Wholesale Jewel- nega Wells Kant Gordon 

1 4 By, Wi, Seton a blogs, Carey st Sanpens, J Pet June 16 Ord 


SHEPHERD, Waar Tuomas Garuanp, Caistor, Lines, 
Bill P Jan 7 at 10.30 Off Ree, 15, Osborne st, Gt 


Notting- ee "Bev aux Brighton, of no occupation Jan 10 
at 3 1 Pavilion bldgs, 
Srooxe, eto yp ton Kidderminster, 
A58 Thurstfield, Solicitor, 









Scort, ag asia tetas ana 
wall, Smith Truro 


gd, - ta Ord 
—_ Wiuttam, Ely 


wie Shen 
st Hees Ra es 


Grocer Jan 6 at 2 
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Bimpsox, Cnuartes, Euston rd, Dairyman High Court 
Pet Nov5 Ord Dec 27 
Stokes hl Petnam, The Vicarage, Isleworth, Clerk 
in Holy Orders High Court Pet Oct 31 Ord Dec 23 
a ba and Wiri1am Henry Tres, late of 
Upper st, Islington, late Fruiterers High Court Pet 
Dec 12 Ord Dec 23 
Varty, Frepericxk Srepnex, Warwick st, Regent st, 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Nov 4 Ord Dee 23 
Wiusuer, Samvet Mannix, Seven Sisters rd, Stamford 
hill, Buil wilder High Court Pet Nov 26 Ord Dec 23 


London Gazette—Turspay, Jan. 3. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Aumor, Cuarves, Morton villas, Enfield Highway, Poulterer 
Edmonton Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 

sae, = Henry Kevsan in Birkenhead, Gent Birkenhead 
Pet Dec8 Ord Dec 2 

Baty, Samve. eneiey. Dawley, Salop, Greengrocer 
Madeley Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

BramMuanm, alee, Wath upon Dearne, Yorks, Mason 
Sheffield Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

Brooxs, Henry, Doddiscombsleigh, Devon, Farmer 
Exeter Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

Burros, Freperick, Bolton, Hosier Bolton Pet Dec 15 
Ord gg > 29 


—— Rossrt Wii.iam, High rd, Tottenham, Wine 
erchant Edmonton Pet Dec 22’ Ord Dec 28 
pm. nes Cuartes, Sheerness, Kent, Licensed 
Victualler Rochester Pet Dec9 Ord Dec 29 

Doxrorp, ALrrep, Sunderland, Gent Sunderland Pet 
Dec 19 Ord Dec 29 

ELTRInGHAM, ANDREW, Pes ang, Innkeeper Dur- 
ham Pet Dec 31 Ord De 

Fiackx, Wituiam, East Hanning, Essex, Builder 
Chelmsford Pet Dec30 Ord Dec 

wee Emma, Newport, Mon, akg — Proprietor 

rt, Mon Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 3 

eum tg, Tuomas, Market _ Grocer 
Leicester Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 

GairritH, Epwarp Parry, Newnham, Glos, Druggist 
Gloucester Pet Dec 30 Ord Dee 30 

Haut, — ee rom. Tripe Seller Bradford Pet 
Dec 3 


Harpex, i. xL, Connahs Quay, wuss, Master Mariner 
Dec 31 Ord I 

Hesert, Marryy Cartuew, Belsize pk, Hampstead, 
Director of Limited Companies High Court Pet Dec 
31 Ord Dee 31 

Hesme, Wiiuiam, Fazakerley, nr Liverpool, Farmer 

Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 

Maine, nomas, Well st, Hackney, Clothier High Court 

Pet Dec 29 Ord ‘ 


Issorson, WILLIAM, Blackburn, Painter Blackburn Pet 
Dec Ord 30 


Dec 
Jacoss, Cuar.es, 8t Catherine’s, Yarbridge, Brading, TW, 
Builder Newport and Ry de’ Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 
Joxes, Davipv, Claremont sq, Pentonville, Builder High 
Court Pet Dee 8 Ord Dec x 
Kers._ake, Georce, Beaten dey ‘Glam, House Furnisher 
Pontypridd PetDeci4 Ord Dec 29 
LaLiemanD, Atpuonse, Storks rd, Bermondsey, Purse 
Manufacturer High Court Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 
lane, Henry, Leeds, Printer’s Reader Leeds 
29 4g 


Lea 


Dec 29 

Grorce Epwix, Biddulph, Staffs, Grocer Hanley, 

Burslem, and Tunstall Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 

Marraews, Tuomas, Cheshunt, Herts, Builder Edmonton 
Pet Dec 28 Ord Dec 28 


Nisset, Frawx. South Croydon, aa of no occupation 
Croydon Pet Dec 3 Ord Dec 

Parker, Epwarp, Lordship lane, East yo a 
Merchant High Court Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 

Repopick, Frepericx Tuomas, Cosham, —_— Boot 1 Dealer 
Portamouth Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 26 

RicHaRpsoy, GILBERT Henry, cok saan Ewburst, Sussex 

Pet Dec 28 Ord Dec 28 

Rowe, Grorce ALrRep, _—— Bay, Kent, ed Fly 
Driver Canterbury Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 

Sipewick, THomas —B.. y ae Yorks, formerly 

ug Pet Dec 28 Ord Dec 28 

SsiTn, Tuomas Core Icxe, Burslem, Staffs, Grocer Burs- 
lem Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 

Srerneys, Epwin, Leeds, late Innkeeper Leeds Pet Dec 
30 Ord Dec 30 


Summons, Witiiam, Hakin, Penie, Builder Pembroke 
Dock Pet Dec 20 Urd Dec % 

Toren, Hersert Mavovz, Goole, Y orks, Sail Maker Wake- 

Pet Dec 31 Ord Dee 31 

Tuomas, Witi1am, Trecynon, Aberdare, Glam, Builder 
Aberdare Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 

Toorr, Cuaries, and Mazia Toorse, Bromsgrove, Worcs, 
Butchers orcester Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 29 

Trevirt, Jouy, Shrewsbury, Ccmmercial Traveller Shrews- 

Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 

Tyrer, James, Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Leicester 
Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 

Warxixsox, Georar Tuomas, Cockfield, —, Farmer 
_——S tt Edmunds Pet Dec29 Ord Dec% 

Wray, Apert wt . Ringe on nm — Sicdinsite r 

J 

Vares, a * Maosfield. Notts Timber Leader 
Nottingham Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec & 

The following amended notice is chanen a that pub- 

lished in the London Gazette of Dec 27 :— 

Firxix, Sauver, West Bromwich, Leather a West 

Bromwich Pet Dec 13 Ord Dec 22 
The following amended notice is age mg for that 
published in the London Gazette Dec. 

Bowen, Joux, Haverigg, Millom, Cambria, Joiner 

Whitehaven Pet Dec 28 Ord Dec 28 
FIRST MEETINGS. 

Aixscoven, Joux Waren, Barry Dock, nr Cardiff, Tailor 

Jan li a. = Room 53, Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st, 


Asuwortn, seas Rosert, Heywood, Lancs, Chemist’s 
Assistant Jan 10 at 3 Ogden’s chbrs, Bridge st, 


Bat, Samve., Horsehay, Dawley, Salop, Greengrocer Jan 
18 at 1 County Court Office Madeley 

Barker, Mary Exity, East Sheen, 8 s Witow Jan ll 
at 11.30 24, Railway appr, London 

Bevscuer, Jacon, Church terr, Lillie rd, igs ne i 
man Baker Jan 10 at 12 ‘Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Bisuton, Artuur, Little tation toe Licensed Victualler 
Jani10at1 Bankrupte: a, © 

Boruway, Epwry, late of hh Bt Mary, Isle of Ely, 
Farmer Jan’'l4 at 12 30 or AF 8, King st, Norwich 

Broox, Georncr Henry, Parkhurst rd, Bowes k, Whole- 
sale Jeweller Jan 10at12 Off Rec, 95, Temple chbrs, 
Temple avenue 

Brooxs, Heyry, Doddiscombsleigh, Devon, Farmer Jan 
183 at 10.30 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

Burnett, CHARLES Canz, Hillalies Farm, nr — June- 
tion, Yorks, Farmer Jan 11 at 3 Off Rec, 
rd, Middlesborough 

Burton, Frepericx lton, Hosier Jan illati10.30 16, 
Ww st, Bolton 

Cuampers, Saucer, West Brighton, Coachbuilder Jan 13 
at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Cops, WiLLiam Franc isco, Lowman Holloway, Tea 
— Clerk Jan 10 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

rey 8 

CocKkER, _ ac, Cwmfrau, Mon, Butcher Jan i10at12 Off 
Rec, Glos Bank chmbrs, Newport, Mon 

Dakine, Hersert Witrrer, Bildeston "Suffolk, Farmer 
Jan 10 at 2.15 36, Princes st, Ipswi 

Davirs, Rosert, Manchester, Boot Dealer Jan 10 at 2.45 
Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Dawson, Jous, Haverigg, Cumbrid, Joiner Jan 
16 at 12.15 ° 67, Duke st, Whitehaven 

Duncan, WILitam Exuiort, Lombard st, Commission 
Agent Janilati12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Evans, Epwarp Tomas, Meole Brace, Shrewsbury, Far- 
cod Jan 10 at 3.30 Off Rec, Talbot chmbrs, Shrews- 

u 
via Wittiam Hewry, Grundy st, Poplar, Furniture 
Dealer Jan 13 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bl , Carey st 

Fry, Henry Wi.i1am, Fenchurch avenue, ormerly ae 
Manufacturer Jan 13at11 ey A. bldgs, Care 

Garrney, Joun, Liverpool, late Licensed Victualler we 
llat3 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

GLapwisH, JAmEs, Croydon, Surrey, Grocer’s Assistant 
Jan 10 at 11.30 24, Railway approach, London Bridge 

Grirritus, Grorar, Pontypridd, Glam, Builder Jan i2 
at12 Off Rec, Merthyr Tydfil 

Grirritas, WiitiiamM, Bromven, Croesor, Lianfrothen, 
Merioneth, Quarryman Jan 12 at 11.30 Police Court, 
Portmadoc 

Hammonp, James, Thorndon, Suffolk, Farmer Jan 10 at 
12.15 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Haywarp, Arcuer Samve., Walton on the Naze, Essex, 
i Agent Jan llat2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
stree 

Hitw, Lucite, Savoy bldgs, Strand, Cygne Artiste Jan 
13at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Hoimes, Ropert Campeett, Change alley, Commission 

Agent Jan ll ati Soubraptey Ui bid, 

Huyter, James, Lordship rd, Stoke Newington, Com- 
mercial Traveller Jan 11 at 3 Off Rec, 95, Temple 
chmbrs, Temple avenue 

Hurrox, Ricnarp Bray, Birmingham, Brewer Jan 12 at 
11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Kays, Martin Tuomas, Doughty st, Mecklenburgh sq, of 
no occupation Jan13 at 1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 
street 

Leutyer, A.pert, Creed lane, Patentee Jan 11 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Le Worrny, Georer, Edgbaston, Warwickshire, School- 
master Jan 12at 12 23, Colmore row, Bi ham 

Livesey, Eveearp Wi.11aM, Shepperton, late Parliamen- 
tary Agent Jan 10 at 12.30 24, Railway approach, 
London Bridge 

Mixton, Frepericx, Nelson, Lancs, Warp Dresser Jan 19 
at2 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Perkins, Samvet, Notti , Carter Jan 11 at 11 Off 
Rec, st Peter’s Chure walk, Nottingham 

Pivener, Wittiam Henry, Poole, Baker Jan 13 at 12 
Antelope Hotel, Poole 

Rosixson, Joun, Darli m, Builder Jan 11 at 3 Off 
Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Ropixson, Ricnarp Cuampers, late of Wakefield, Horse 
— Janl10at 11 Off Rec, Bond terrace, Wake- 

e 

Scett, Epwiy Jouns, Ford Sladesbridge, Egloshayle, Corn- 

wall, Smith Jan 11 at 12.30 Off Rec, Boscawen st, 


Siupsos, Cuaries, Euston rd, Dairyman Jan 11 at 11 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

furru, Jous, Mansfield, Notts, Boot Manufacturer Jan 10 
at 12 Off Rec, 8t Peter’s Church = Nottingham 

Suppasy, Wiuias Cottert, ley, Leeds, Tailor 
Jan 12at11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Trevitt, Joux, Shrewsbury, Commercial Traveller Jan 
loata Off Rec, Talbot chmbrs, Shrewsbury 

Tye, Wit1iam, Bullington, Lincs, Farmer Jan 12 at 12.30 
Off Rec 31, Silver st, Lincoln 

Witxixsox, Jous, Norton, nr Stockton on Tees, Joiner 
Jan il at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 

Wise, Jonny Cuarves, Notti —_ late Butcher a 10 
at 11 Off Rec, St Peter’s walk, Nottingham 


ADJUDICATIONS, 


Arnscoven, Jonn Wares, Barry | Zee, nr Cardiff, Tailor 
Cardiff’ Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 
AKED, Wiitian, Macclesfield, Minwel Water Manufacturer 
2 . — sae ‘Ord Dee 3 
ALL, SAMUEL, orsehay, Dawiey, Salop, Greengrocer 
Madeley Pet Dec 30 Ord Dee 30 r 
Ransevs, <3 1S Brighton, lusionist Brighton Pet Dec 


Breamuam, Jauzs, Wath upon Donema, Yorks, Mason 
Sheffield Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 
Brooks, Heyy, Doddiscombeleigh, _ Farmer Exeter 
Pet 30 Ord Dec 30 
a ag mn Caps, Eilialion Farm, ne Fite junctn, 
‘armer on Tees 
Dec 22 Ord Dec 28 eee 








Burton, Frepericx, Bolton, Hosier Bolton Pet Dec 15 
Ord Dec 31 


Duncayx, Wiit14Mm Exuiott, Lombard st, Commission Agent 
igh Court Pet Nov 22 Ord Dec 29 


. co Durham, Inn- 
eeper 81 
Fac, hd a id, Essex, Builder 
Chelmsford Bet Dee 28 Ord 


Fossett, Emma, Newport, Mon, late Circus Proprietor 
Newport, Mon Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 3 

Guirritx, Epwarp Parry, Newnham, ‘Glos, Druggist 
Gloucester Pet Dec 30 Ord Dec 30 é 

Hammonp, James, Thorndon, Suffolk, Farmer Ipswich 
Pet Dec 22 Ord Dec 


22 

Harpey, —— oy Connah’s Quay, pita, Master Mariner 
Chester Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 3 

Hesext, Tasers CarTHEW, Belsize park, Hampstead, 
Director of + Companies High Court Pet Dec 
31 Ord Dee 3 

Horscrort, a Hewyry, eo Secretary to 
Company Brighton Pet A Ord Dec 29 

Humpnureys, Epwarp Grorce, = Bri Anglesey, 
Hotel Keeper Bangor Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 29 

Hurue, Tuomas, Well st, Hackney, Clothier High Court 
Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 


29 
Issorson Wit.1am, Blackburn, Painter Blackburn Pet 
Dee 30 Ord Dec 30 


Jacoss, Cuares, St Catherine’s, Yarbridge, B » § b-4 
Builder Newport and Ryde Pet Dec 29 Od 

Jones, Wittiam, Hanley, Butcher Hanley Pet Dec “8 
Ord Dec 30 


Kerstakr, Georcs, Tonypandy, Glam, House Furnisher 
Pontypridd Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec3t 

Kory, ILLIAM «JOHN an a Liverpool, late 
Proprietor Liverpool Pet Dec 21 Ord 

31 

LALLEMAND, AtrHonse, Storks rd, Bermon Ry 
Manufacturer High Court Pet ‘Dec 30 Ord 

Lawrance, Henry, , Printer’s Reader Leeds a et 
Dec 29 Ord 


Lea, George Epwiy, Biddulph, Staffs, Grocer Hanley, 
Burslem, and Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 31 
LicurenstTetn, H G, and Georce Breeze, Upper Thames 
st, Iron M Merchants High Court PetNov3 Ord Dec 28 
Lixrortu, ——_ Marston Green, Warwickshire 
oe Victualler Birmingham Pet Dec 22 Ord 
ce 31 


Massurr, Wi11iam, Birmingham. hog Fish Dealer 
Birmingham Pet Dec 20 Ord Dec 

Nicno.is, Atrrep, High Wycombe, “Bucks, Boot Dealer 
Ayl lesbury Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 

Nisser, Franx, South —— of ~- 5 Croydon 
Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 8 

Parker, Epwarp, Lordship lane, East Dulwich, Provision 
Merchant High Court Pet 29 Ord Dec 29 

PERKINS, Ler =} Nottingham, Carter Nottingham Pet 
Dec'10 Ord Dee 29 

Perens, , Re Waker, Chessington rd, Ewell, late 
Artist in Stained Glass High Court Pet Dec 28° Ord 

29 

Reppick, Freperick tw Cosham, Hants, Boot Dealer 
Portsmouth Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 

Rey, Samuet Burtroy, Ashburnham rd, Chelsea, Gent 
High Court Pet July 27 Ord Dec 28 

Ricuarpson, Gitpert Hevyry, Staplecross, Ewhurst, 
Sussex, Baker Hastings Pet Dec 28 Ord Dec 28 

Rocers, fa TayLor, a. Advertisement caer 
ser 


Evreincuam, AnpReEw, Ferryhill V: 
k Durham "Pet Deo 31 


Dec 20 Ord Dec 31 
Rowe, Georce Aurrep, Herne Bay, Kent, late Fly Driver 
Canterbury Pet Dec 30 Ord 
Suorsmitu, Bens amin, Brighton, of no occupation Brighton 
Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 28 
Sipewicx, Taomas Rosson yr we Yorks, formerly 
Tailor rough ae Ord Dec 28 
Srepuens, Epway, Leeds, la’ is Uenkoconr Leeds Pet Dec 
30 Ord Dec 30 
Tasker, Hersert Maun, yr Yorks, Sail Maker Wake- 
field Pet Dec 31 Ord Dec 3 
Tuomas, WILLIAM, a Aberdare, Glam, Builder 
Aberdare Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 
Tuomassin, Ciement Davin, Southampton row, Blooms- 
bury, Portmanteau Manufacturer High Court Pet 
Dec 12 Ord Dec 29 
Watkinson, Gzorce Tuomas, Cockfield, Suffolk, Farmer 
Bury 8t Edmunds Pet Dec 29 Ord Dec 29 
Wuirte, G M, oal Green rd, Woollen Merchant High 
Wat a IMs Des 10 . Kingston on a master 
RAY, ALBERT = on > 00) 
Scarborough Pet Dec 23 


Yates, WiLL 1, Mansfeld. Notts, TRocker Leader Not- 
tingham Pet Dec 30 Ord Dee 30 


All letters intended for publication in the 
“ Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





Where difficulty ts experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscriplion, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. Soiicrrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
bs. 6d. 








